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ABSTRACT
This thesis provides a case study of the nature of collegiality and how it was
established and sustained by a peer-support group of Australian principals over a period
of seventeen years as a result of their participation in a Commonwealth Schools
Commission professional development course designated as a Project of National
Significance. The major research question was as follows: ‘How did the involvement of
a group of principals in a collegial-based leadership program contribute to their
professional development and social, and emotional well-being?’ The researcher has
been a participant in the group from its inception.
The case study was constructed from historical and contextual data collected
through an analysis of education documents and group artefacts, such as faxes, diaries
and photographs, through interviews with key stakeholders such as course designers,
consultants and through the use of data from a questionnaire on the concept of
collegiality and its sustainability. Contemporary data were collected through individual
interviews with the participants in the peer-support group and through participant
constructed narratives. Propositions about the nature and changing conditions of
collegiality, as experienced by participants in the group, which were derived from an
analysis of these data, were clarified through surveys and focus group interviews.
As a result of this process of analysis, an ‘ideal type’ of collegiality, captured by
the concept of coadunation, was depicted as a model. Structural, behavioural/attitudinal
and cultural conditions of collegiality were identified as operating through four stages
of the changing group purpose. Some conditions of collegiality were found to have been
sustained over a period of seventeen years while others gradually disappeared according
to the professional and personal needs of the group.
A significant outcome of the case study is the evidence that professional
development, based on the central notion of a collegial community of peers, provided
the conditions that empowered principals to use reflection, action research and problemsolving strategies in their own learning. This model of professional development was
paramount in assisting the principals to achieve their professional goals and enhanced
their personal development of attitudes and behaviours that supported collegial
practices. In addition, the collegial group, which endured beyond the original training
course, played a central role in promoting the welfare of the principals, through their
access to a group of supportive, non-judgmental peers.
ii

Glossary
Definition of Terms
Collegial Group for the purpose of this study is a collection of principals who as the
result of their participation in the Professional Development of Principals Course (PDP)
worked as a team to share their professional learning and sometimes welfare needs in a
reflective, low-risk, supportive environment of trust to consider their preliminary ideas
and school related visions and undertake individual problem solving related to their
leadership and professionalism.
The New South Wales Government Education System operated under three different
names during the period covered by the scope of this study. It is referred to variously
throughout the thesis as the NSW Department of Education (NSWDE) until 1989, the
NSW Department of School Education (NSWDSE) from 1989 to.1996 and the NSW
Department of Education and Training (NSWDET), its current title in 2005. It is often
referred to generically as the Department or the System. At the time of the Professional
Development of Principals Course (PDP) in 1987, the NSWDE provided services for
750,000 students at 2227 schools and employed 47,000 teachers (B. Scott, 1990).
The Commonwealth Schools Commission (CSC) existed from 1973 to1988. It was
established by the Labor government to examine the needs of students in government
and non-government primary, secondary and technical schools. It conducted research in
education and recommend grants on the basis of needs and priorities. It specifically
funded teacher and community development programs. One particular emphasis of the
CSC Special Programs area was the funding of Projects of National Significance. These
were submitted by various organisations for funding, based on the potential of the
project to make a significant difference to education in Australia.
Development Courses for School Executives were the first intensive, systematic
courses for executives and principals designed by the NSWDE Division of Services for
NSW Department of Education personnel. These were termed the Stage One, Two,
Three and Four Courses and are referred to in this study as the Stage Courses.
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They were introduced during the ’70s and were replaced by a new framework for Inservice after 1978.They were not funded by the CSC but were indirectly enabled by the
redirected State Consolidated Revenue made available when the CSC took over the
funding of the Teacher Development Program.
Division of Services was the section of the NSW Department of Education responsible
for the professional development of staff in the 1970s and 1980s. Among other things it
designed courses, ran a lending library, produced publications and liaised with the
Australian Broadcasting Commission regarding Educational Television and radio
provisions. For the purpose of this study the In-service Education Branch of the
Division of Services is of particular interest as it provided support for the professional
development of teachers in NSW.
In-service was the term used by the NSWDE to encompass Professional Development
during the period of this study’s focus. As used throughout the thesis it refers to courses
or opportunities provided by the NSW Department of Education for its own personnel,
funded directly through the Department’s Division of Services and Regional In-service
Committees from State Consolidated Revenue. Other professional development
initiatives funded by the Commonwealth Schools Commission via the State
Development In-service Committee, included joint courses involving both government
and non-government personnel.
Organisational Development (OD) became popular as a movement in the seventies
and into the eighties to innovatively change the internal organisation of the school using
site-based problem solving
School Development Project sometimes known as the Organisation Development
Program began in 1977 as an in-service activity for a total school staff aimed at
assisting all members of a school staff to gain skills in co-operative, planned problem
solving and in developing and maintaining harmonious working relations. In 1982 it
was enriched and expanded to become the Total School Development Program.
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Strands Courses were a feature of the model introduced in the 1978 In-Service Staff
Development Program. This was a highly structured developmental program of units
from broad strands covering, for example, areas such as ‘Classroom Curriculum
Development’ and ‘School Administration’.
Total School Development Program (TSDP) designed by Bill Cameron and Jim
Hawes, officers of the Division of Services, was based on the evaluations of the
successful pilot of the School Development Project and on Cameron’s PhD findings.
Three critical features underpinned the design, the provision of meaningful time, the
training of the Principal and the training of consultants.
List Inspections were undertaken by inspectors of schools to determine the suitability
of candidates for leadership within the NSWDE school structure. Lists three and four
were made up of successful candidates who were deemed suitable to occupy the
position of principal. Vacancies for principals’ positions were filled by appointing the
next most senior person from these lists according to the size and type of school. This
system operated until 1989 when it was replaced by a merit selection approach.

Acronyms
CSC - Commonwealth Schools Commission
DI - District Inspector
NSWDE - New South Wales Department of Education
NSWDSE - New South Wales Department of School Education
NSWDET - New South Wales Department of Education and Training
NSWPPA - New South Wales Primary Principals Association
PDP - Professional Development of Principals Course, A Project of National
Significance (also called the Principals’ Collegial Course)
RDE – Regional Director of Education
SSPs - Schools for Special Purposes
TSDP - Total School Development Project Course
PSDP - The Principal and School Development Program. This was the name adopted by
the Victorian Educational authority for the equivalent of the NSWDE PDP Program in
1987 and also the NSW Department of Education and Training from 1996 to 2000
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The Role of the Collegial Group in the Professional
Development of Principals
Chapter 1
Overview of the Thesis
1.1 Introduction
In 1987, an innovative project for principal professional development was introduced in
Australia as a Commonwealth Schools Commission Project of National Significance. It
was called the Professional Development of Principals Course (PDP) and was designed
to support the learning needs of school principals through systematic problem solving,
collegiality and collaboration.
Education in Australia is constitutionally a State responsibility. The national
Commonwealth Government provides general and specific funding to the States to
supplement their funding responsibility for education. In this case, the national
government also initiated studies, through its Commonwealth Schools Commission, to
gather data in preparation for a major national project on the training needs of
principals. Based on these research findings, (Chapman, 1984, p.36; Duignan, Harrold,
Lane, Marshall, Phillipps & Thomas, 1984) the New South Wales Department of
Education (NSWDE), in conjunction with other State education systems, led a planning
team to design the Professional Development of Principals Program (PDP).
This study examines the experiences of a cohort of principals who undertook the PDP
course and who then continued to meet as a collegial group for the ensuing seventeen
years (to the current date). The study focuses on the nature of this collegial group, under
what conditions it was formed, how it changed in its purpose and nature and how it was
sustained. The author of this thesis was one of those principals and continues to be a
member of the original group.
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This specific collegial approach to professional development for school principals was
conceived, developed and implemented within the progressive context of the
Commonwealth Schools Commission era (from 1973 to 1988). The study examines the
educational and social context of that time, which made the PDP course possible and
shaped the thinking about principals and their professional development.
The 1970s in Australia, as was the case in much of the English-speaking world, was a
period of rapid social change, and in education, many progressive educational and
organisation reforms were initiated. It was also a time of unprecedented funding to
education generated by the innovative charter of the Commonwealth Schools
Commission (CSC), a national statutory body established to report to the Australian
government on the state of schooling in Australia. In NSWDE this era was characterised
by increasing democratisation and decentralisation of decision-making responsibility
from the NSWDE to its schools and their communities.
While the scope of the study incorporates the provision of other training for principals
by the NSWDE over a twenty-year period, the major interest is in the PDP collegial
course of the 1980s, established with CSC funding as a Project of National Significance.
It will be treated as a case to examine how collegiality is established, utilised and
sustained in collegial groups. The members from two of those groups, who
subsequently amalgamated, are the major participants in this case.
The case study collegial group/s of the 1987-88 PDP operated at a time that saw the
demise of the Commonwealth Schools Commission and the beginning of a series of
organisational renewal strategies by the NSWDE. This time frame incorporated a
context of increasing democratisation that continued to move educational leadership
away from bureaucratic direction toward local, shared and collaborative decisionmaking. The group continued beyond that era through the mid 1990s and into the next
millennium, experiencing the ambiguity of maintaining devolved decision making
practices while the System moved back toward more centralised control.
An initial investigation of the literature in the field of collegial-based professional
development for school leaders indicated there was a gap that a case study of this
2

kind could fill. Hossler (2000) has pointed out that collaboration and collegiality among
school administrators has rarely been studied or acknowledged. In one of the more
recent examinations of this under-researched topic she called for more case studies to
verify the factors associated with collegiality, and for further work to determine how it
can be encouraged and facilitated by school districts. Duignan (1985) evaluated the
effectiveness of the PDP and Bazeley (1989) and Adie (1988) looked at collegial groups
in the program. While their work provided important guidance for this study they did
not focus on the conditions of collegiality, nor the longevity of collegial groups. By
investigating what the people brought to the group, the intentions of the designers and
the stories of its outcomes, this study fills a need identified by Fielding (1999). He
called for studies to go further than description by probing ‘the dispositions, motives
and intentions that help us to understand human action, not just describe its surface
patterns and characteristics’ (p.2). This study attempts to uncover the intensity of the
meaning of the collegial group process for those involved.
In Barnett and Meuller’s (1989) longitudinal study of a particular professional
development initiative on the behaviours and attitudes of principals, they refer to the
paucity of research on long-term effects of in-service training programs for principals.
Thomas and Hornsey’s (1999) longitudinal studies of principals’ work highlight the
needs of principals as they move from their settlement period as neophytes through a
decade of practice. Their work recommends ways to better prepare new principals for
their role, however, there is little material available on how a cohort of principals might
utilise strategies established in their training programs to sustain their long-term
professional development.

1.2 Purpose
The broad purpose of this study is to share the findings on the experiences of the PDP
participants with current course designers and principals. A specific purpose was to
provide an understanding of the conditions of collegiality and determine if collegiality,
designed to assist the individual professional growth of the case study school principals,
also assisted their welfare. The intention of this aspect of the study is to increase the
knowledge base of how a professional development design, which was intended to
3

establish collegiality, was accepted or modified for use by the principals to support their
own learning and to sustain their collegial group practices. As noted, there is little
research available for current designers and decision makers that traces collegial-based
professional development initiatives and their long-term impact on the professional and
personal needs of school principals. The inquiry will contribute to filling this gap in the
research. Finally it will provide models that may be used as comparative tools for other
researchers who undertake further case studies in this field.

1.3 Significance
The lack of research on successful ways to implement and sustain peer support for
principals’ learning means that current day designers of professional development have
a paucity of studies on which to draw. The significance of this study is that the PDP
course of the 1980s has lessons to offer professional development decision makers. It
has currency with today’s educational context as it empowered principals, through their
supportive peer networks, to equip themselves to implement change while dealing with
ambiguous contexts. Claims by its designers, consultants and participants that this one
particular course was a developmental highlight of their careers make it a significant
source of information on which to base an investigation on the role of collegiality in the
professional development of principals.
In essence the study reflects upon the experiences of principals now at retirement age
and beyond who lived through many NSWDE professional development initiatives.
This reflection encompasses periods of rapid social and policy change accompanied by
the increasing complexities of democratic, site-based management and decentralisation
of decision-making. The study covers a period when the role of the principal was being
redefined by government and community expectation for more equitable, inclusive and
transparent practices. It traverses periods of economic prosperity through to vastly
different approaches of economic rationalism and Departmental restructurings. In
today’s context of instant information, sophisticated technology, globalisation, social
and political complexity, diversity, ever-increasing scrutiny and organisational
compliance, a study about the experiences of those who found support through
collegiality can contribute strategies for easing the tensions and dilemmas now facing
4

their colleagues, aspirant principals and designers of training programs. The need for
studies that also consider the welfare aspects of principals’ development through peergroup involvement, makes this investigation significant.
The study will show the collegial group to be an entity, with a life of its own. It
operated in various stages and with an ethical stance similar to that permeating the
current leadership literature on relationships (Little, 1997) emotional intelligence (Higgs
& Rowland, 2001; Ryback, 1998) and authentic leadership (Duignan & Bhindi, 1997;
Duignan, 2002). How the PDP course and the modus operandi of the collegial group
assisted the professional development and welfare of the individuals over time will be
of significance to those engaged in articulating the new Professional Learning Policy for
school principals. The study will provide a reference point on the role of the collegial
group in the professional development of NSW public school principals.

1.4 Rationale
The rationale for this study came from my knowledge that there had been no
longitudinal study on the impact of the PDP after the initial evaluation of the pilot of the
program by Duignan (1985). I considered it to be a successful collegial course from
which I had personally benefited. The fact that my group from the 1987 implementation
of the PDP had maintained collegial operation appeared to be a unique phenomenon
worth investigating. It was certainly a story about collegiality that my fellow travellers
in the continuing collegial group were keen for me to share with the wider education
community.
When I compared their enthusiasm for collegial groups with what current NSW
principals and their associations were advocating for peer support of principals for their
learning and welfare, there appeared to be a rationale for undertaking a study of this
kind. The ‘NSW Secondary Principals Council’s Principal Welfare Survey’
recommended, among other things, the establishment of networks of current and retired
principals and consortiums of principals to promote best practice, innovative programs
and change. It linked principal welfare with the need for training programs that used
problem-solving approaches, small groups and delivery by a network of peer experts, to
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address the welfare and professional development needs of principals (NSW Secondary
Principals Council, 2000, pp.7-8).
The NSW State Primary Principals Association, in their ‘Statement of Beliefs,’ prepared
for the NSW Department of Education and Training (DET) Leadership Development
Reference Group, also linked leadership development and principal welfare. It
supported the findings of the secondary principals’ survey by including, among other
statements, that school leadership training should be based on peer-developed and peerassisted strategies that are dependent upon collegial mentoring and personal learning. It
argued that school leadership development models need to be built around local
initiatives and locally identified needs (New South Wales Primary Principals
Association, 2002). The PDP collegial course of 1987-88 was designed along just such
lines. It assisted principals to solve locally identified issues using problem solving,
small group support and ongoing peer involvement.
The emphasis in the principals associations’ statements indicated a need for collegiality
to assist adult learning and the growing welfare needs of their members and aspirant
leaders. The implication was that these needs were not being met by the system. At the
same time a significant amount of empirical evidence coming from NSW principals to
their associations indicated that their members were reporting a general loss of
collegiality in the leadership community and an increased feeling of isolation in their
work (NSW Primary Principals Association, 2001; NSW Secondary Principals Council,
2000). Yet a perusal of the 2001 Departmental leadership courses (NSW Department of
Education and Training, 1996) indicated that a substantial strategy for collegiality was
in place. Collegial practices were built into the ‘Principal School Development Program
(PSDP)’, the ‘Leadership Preparation Program’, an ‘Inter-district School Leadership
Course’, the ‘Team Leadership Course’ and the ‘Induction for New Principals
Program’. According to Ikin, the then Director of Training and Development for the
NSW Department of Education and Training, these courses were evaluated highly by
their participants (Ikin, Interview, 1 May 2002).
At the commencement of this study I sought to clarify these varying perceptions to
determine if there was a rationale for undertaking this investigation. I subsequently
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interviewed six principals who had completed at least one of the available leadership
courses between 1998 and 2001. They described the leadership focus of the then current
courses as satisfactory, the collegial processes as varied and reported a perceived loss of
support by the NSWDE for addressing principal welfare issues. They believed that the
NSWDE was not building capacity for collegial networking among its principals in the
current operation of their work. While the principals interviewed confirmed that the
current courses had some collegial elements these were either not sustainable or not
addressing welfare issues. One principal argued that it was mainly principals’
associations that proactively addressed the issue of welfare. A less experienced principal
made no mention of any collegial elements in the ‘Leadership Preparation Program.’ A
significant collegial operation was reported by one principal who described
experiencing the emotional power of collegiality from his involvement in the ‘Principal
and School Development Program’. He however noted that: ‘the project is virtually
dead, they won’t continue it, which is a real shame’ (Seymour, Interview, 26 July 2002).
These responses seemed to be in stark contrast to my own experiences with the PDP
course of the 1980s and the on-going collegial support offered by that program. The
perceptions of the current-day principals supported my rationale that there are lessons to
be shared from the past. By mid 2002, after the retirement of Ron Ikin, the raft of ‘dovetailed’ leadership programs to which the current principals referred, was abandoned in a
new Departmental restructuring. A leadership development reference group of the NSW
Department of Education and Training (NSWDET) undertook the task of establishing a
new professional learning policy and the directions that have unfolded were based on
‘capability frameworks’ (Scott, 2003). The overarching policy of the NSWDET now
has enshrined in its wording that ‘state office, regions and schools (will) promote and
implement quality professional learning in collaborative and collegial environments’
(NSW Department of Education and Training, 2004, p.4).This implies that collegial
practices are valued and expected. The search for information on how such
environments can be established and sustained for quality professional learning
provides a rationale for this study.
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1.5 Research Questions
The case will address the broad aspects of the nature of collegiality, what conditions led
to its establishment and sustainability and how it contributed to the lives of the
principals in this study. The major question seeks to determine how the involvement of
a group of principals in a collegial-based leadership program contributed to their
professional development and social, and emotional well-being. To answer this question
the following sub-questions will drive the study:
•

What understandings of the principalship, departmental culture and professional
development did the principals bring to the collegial group?

•

What experiences and talents did the principals bring to the collegial group?

•

What conditions contributed to the establishment of collegiality?

•

How is collegiality defined by the PDP course, the literature and the members of
the collegial group?

•

How did principals describe collegiality as helpful to their professional and
social/emotional well-being?

•

How did the collegial group change over time?

•

Which conditions were most effective in building the collegial community?

•

Which conditions were most effective in sustaining the collegial community?

•

What can the experiences of principals who undertook the PDP contribute to
principals in the new millennium and current designers of professional
development for educational leaders?

In answering these questions the study will cover professional, personal and social
factors associated with the stories of the participants through their long-term
involvement in their collegial group. It will determine the nature and philosophical
stance of the PDP course that established their collegial group, and make linkages with
professional development initiatives prior to the PDP. Specifically it will examine the
concept of collegiality as the participants experienced it. This will encompass the time
of their introduction to the PDP course as neophyte principals to their retirement and
beyond. The definition of collegiality will be interpreted throughout the life of the
collegial group with the identification of an ideal type providing a benchmark to
compare the sustainable conditions of collegiality over time.
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1.6 The Participants
In general, the major participants referred to in the case study are the thirteen principals
who undertook the 1987-88 PDP collegial course, and who are existing members of the
collegial group that has continued to operate, after the PDP, for over seventeen years. I
am a bona fide member of that group. There were seven males and six females of whom
seven were primary principals, four secondary principals and two principals of schools
for special purposes. Pseudonyms have been used for their names but not for myself as
the participant researcher. There were many other participants in the research (see Table
3.2, Chapter Three) who provided data that determined the relevance of historical,
contextual emphases. They are referenced and quoted using their actual names. A final
category of participants played a minor role in the thesis. They were principals who
acted as sources of information on the contemporary circumstances of departmental
culture, the role of the principal, the collegial concept and contemporary NSW
Department of Education and Training professional development offerings. They
provided me with up-to-date information and background information. One participant
made a significant contribution by writing an account of a day in her life as a principal
in today’s context. All the participants in this group have been given a pseudonym.

1.7 The Methods
Barnett and Mueller (1989, p.571) in their work on the long-term effect of the Peer
Assisted Leadership Program, call for data collection methods using observations,
interviews and document analysis to guard against gaining purely perceptual
information. This study has implemented this suggested methodology. Using an
interpretive methodological framework, drawing on a range of strategies, to capture the
meanings of the experiences and behaviours of participants, this work provides another
case to add to the record. Strategies have included observations, interviews, surveys,
personal stories, focus groups, clarification exercises and historical material such as
archival documents and artefacts from the group’s collection of memorabilia. The
information has been sourced from specific participant categories including course
designers, facilitators and PDP participants who span the era under examination.
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The analysis of the data included progressive coding of themes which were checked to
ensure their trustworthiness through member checking/clarification exercises with
participants and frequent cross referencing with historical documents and artefacts.

1.8 Context
Various National and State legislative regulations, policies, reports and practices
impacted the delivery of education in NSW in the period covered by this case study.
Some relevant matters are included in the following descriptions of local context. A
chronological list of other significant factors has been placed on a time line for
reference (see Appendix 1).
1.8.1 The national context
A period in the history of Australian education from 1973 to 1988 saw the operation of
a Schools Commission specifically established by the National Government to
‘recommend grants which the Commonwealth should make to the states to assist in
meeting the requirements of school-age children on the basis of needs and priorities’
(Tannock, 1980, p.2). Its beginnings can be traced to the late 1960s when it was the
vision and commitment of the Australian Labor Party to establish a Schools
Commission to examine the needs of students in government and non-government
primary, secondary and technical schools (Australian Labor Party, 1971).
When Gough Whitlam became Prime Minister in 1972, one of the first administrative
acts of the incoming Labor Government was to establish an Interim Committee for the
Australian Schools Commission (often referred to as the Karmel Committee, after its
chairman). The ‘Interim Committee’ reported to the Australian Government in May
1973. The major recommendations of the report ‘Schools in Australia’ (Karmel, 1973)
were incorporated into two bills, ‘The Schools Commission Act 1973’ and ‘The States
Grants (Schools) Act 1973.’ The Schools Commission was thereby established in 1973.
The Commonwealth Schools Commission
The Commonwealth Schools Commission is important for this discourse not only
because it funded the specific ‘Professional Development of Principals Course’ as a
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‘Project of National Significance’ but also because its guidelines and actions provide a
historic reference for tracking the philosophical shift that underpinned the rapid social
and educational changes of the period covered by this study.
Of the seven major areas covered by the various functions of the CSC, two; ‘Teacher
Development’ and ‘Innovation’, are relevant to the historical, descriptive focus on
professional development of principals. These areas included:

•

The ‘Services and Development Program’ (later renamed the ‘Professional
Development Program’ in 1981). This incorporated the ‘Teacher Development
Program.’ The Commission funded developmental activities for practising
teachers and administrators in government and non-government schools and
systems and for parent groups (Commonwealth Schools Commission, 1978,
p.89). A further CSC-funded program, which, from 1982, ran parallel with the
‘Professional Development Program’ was entitled the ‘School Improvement
Program.’ It focussed largely on the school rather than the individual.

•

The ‘Special Projects Program.’ This included a category known as ‘Projects of
National Significance.’ For the purpose of this discourse the ‘General Projects of
National Significance’ are of interest. They were defined by their direct and
broad applicability to the improvement of Australian schools. Amongst other
functions, the administration of the Special Projects Program included the
commissioning of local research to inform and encourage Australian schools to
undertake innovative and change-oriented practices. The focus of this study, the
1987-88 PDP course, was designed by the NSW Department of Education in the
early 1980s to be submitted to the CSC for funding in accordance with CSC
funding guidelines and philosophy of the CSC ‘Special Projects Program.’ It
was also based on CSC-funded research findings (Chapman, 1984; Duignan et
al., 1984).

A particular emphasis of the CSC was the use of action research to improve schools.
The ‘Special Programs’ area embraced action research both as a methodology and as an
adult learning strategy. These were significant underpinnings governing the design of
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the PDP when the NSWDE applied for funding the course as a Project of National
Significance in 1982.
The impetus created by the Schools Commission enabled the NSWDE to expand new
frameworks for training that will be discussed in Chapter Four. Significant investments
in educational leadership development in the 1980s were based on the experience of
previous CSC-funded courses and the outcomes of CSC-sponsored, Australian-wide,
research on the needs of principals. In essence, the Schools Commission increased the
NSWDE’s capacity to fund, implement philosophical redirection, and establish research
activity. This funding had an immense initial impact on the provision of professional
development design and implementation in NSW.
1.8.2 The NSW context of education and professional development in state schools
The New South Wales government education system, often referred to generically as
the ‘Department’ or the ‘System’, operated under three different names during the
period covered by the scope of this study. While mostly referred to in the thesis as the
NSWDE it operated under the title of:
•

the New South Wales Department of Education (NSWDE), (up until 1989);

•

the New South Wales Department of School Education (NSWDSE), (from 1989
until 1996);

•

and the New South Wales Department of Education and Training (NSWDET),
(its current title in 2005).

To illustrate its size, the NSWDE at the time of the PDP (1988) had 750,000 students,
2227 schools and 47,000 teachers (B. Scott, 1990, p.3).
The section of the NSWDE responsible for the professional development of staff was
the ‘Division of Services.’ Among other things, the Division of Services designed
courses, ran a lending library, produced publications and liaised with the Australian
Broadcasting Commission regarding educational television and radio provisions. For
the purpose of this study the ‘In-service Education Branch’ of the Division of Services
is of particular interest as it was responsible for providing support for the professional
development of teachers in NSW.
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The term ‘in-service’ was used by the NSWDE to encompass professional development
during the period of this study’s focus. As used throughout the thesis it refers to courses
or opportunities provided by the NSWDE for its own personnel, funded directly through
the Department’s Division of Services and ‘Regional In-service Committees’ from state
consolidated revenue. (The word ‘training’ did not become a feature of departmental
nomenclature until the restructuring of two operational instrumentalities created one
department known after 1996 as the Department of Education and Training.)
The State Development In-service Committee was responsible for all other professional
development initiatives that were funded by the CSC. Prior to the establishment of the
CSC in 1973, the NSWDE In-service Branch had a small, State-funded budget which,
under the guidance of Tom Ingersoll and Col Gaut, covered a wide variety of in-service
activities and publications (Langshaw, Interview, 15 June 2002). After 1973 the Schools
Commission money funded initiatives for teacher development allowing the In-Service
Branch to divert State monies into professional development activities for school
executives and, by the early 1980s, to apply for specific CSC Grants for Projects
considered to be of national significance. Gaut, who was Head of NSWDE In-service
Education in 1974 (and involved in the NSWDE professional development area
continuously from the early 1970s through until 1990), describes how the sudden
availability of large budgets in 1974 for training and development was unprecedented
and enabling.
When Whitlam came in he pumped funds into education. We went from
an amount of one hundred and fifteen thousand dollars to cover staff
development all over the state to six and a half million and we kept
getting plagued with: ‘you haven’t spent the money yet, we’ve got some
more for you!’ It certainly gave us a kick-start in lots of ways. (Gaut,
Interview, 24 April 2002)
The input of Commonwealth funds into other programs allowed in-service activities for
school executives to be funded by the State on a new scale. The significant courses of
relevance to this study will be introduced here briefly prior to their fuller discussion in
Chapter Four
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‘Development Courses for School Executives’ were the first intensive, systematic
activities for executives and principals designed by the NSWDE Division of Services
for NSWDE personnel. These were termed the ‘Stage One’, Stage Two, Stage Three
and Stage Four courses, introduced during the 1970s and are referred to in this study as
the ‘Stage’ courses. While the CSC did not fund them, they were indirectly enabled by
the CSC when it took over the funding of the ‘Teacher Development Program’, which
freed up NSWDE monies to be directed towards other areas, such as programs for
executive development. A new framework for in-service was established in 1978 and
replaced the Stage courses. This framework was known as the ‘Strands’ courses, a
highly structured developmental program of units from broad strands covering for
example, areas such as ‘Classroom Curriculum Development’ or ‘School
Administration.’
Coinciding with the Strands was the ‘School Development Project’ based on the
Organisational Development model. This was sometimes known as OD and became
popular as a movement in the seventies, and into the eighties, to innovatively change the
internal organisation of the school using site-based problem solving. The Schools
Commission promoted the concept of the whole school learning together, so with CSC
funding the course was enriched and expanded to become the ‘Total School
Development Program (TSDP)’. It was positioned tangentially with other in-service
offerings from 1977 to 1982.
The PDP collegial course is the main focus of this study and was established jointly by
a number of states with CSC funding. It ran as a pilot in 1985 in three Australian states
(NSW, Queensland and Victoria) after significant Australian research commissioned by
the CSC focussed attention on the role and needs of School Principals. The course
design utilised many aspects of the TSDP, the Strands design and the Stage model but
incorporated a unique feature of collegial groups to support the ongoing development of
the principals and their schools.
The PDP set up collegial groups which were collections of NSWDE principals who, as
the result of their participation in the PDP, worked as teams to share their
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professional learning and sometimes welfare needs in a reflective, low risk, supportive
environment of trust to consider their preliminary ideas and school-related visions and
undertake individual problem solving related to their leadership and professionalism.

1.9 Summary and Thesis Organisation
The thesis has eight chapters. The initial chapters set the context in which professional
development for principals was designed and implemented prior to and including the
PDP. Later chapters specify the experiences of the particular cohort of principals who
undertook the 1987-88 PDP and lead to a discussion of their experiences of collegiality.
The role of collegiality in the professional development of this group of principals
incorporates their group’s operations throughout a number of stages and defines their
experience of collegiality over a seventeen-year period. The chapters address these
themes as follows:

•

Chapter One, as outlined above, provides an introduction to the study and maps
the intentions of the research to provide a case study for the education
community to compare: today’s call for improved collegial approaches with the
way collegiality operated to support the learning and emotional needs of thirteen
principals over various stages of their peer group’s operation.

•

Chapter Two examines literature that provides a social and educational context
of the 1970s and 1980s, including reports from the Commonwealth Schools
Commission and the NSW Department of Education on the area of professional
development for principals in that period. The major theme relates to the nature
of collegiality, how it is developed and sustained and how peers have used it to
assist their professional development needs as adult learners.

•

Chapter Three provides a description of the interpretive methodology used in the
study outlining the features of the case study design. It is a focus on how the
study was undertaken using historical descriptive techniques, participant
observation, interviews, surveys, focus groups, participant’s stories, archival
material and artefacts.
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•

Chapter Four develops an understanding of the context in which the Professional
Development of Principals Course was designed, tracing its emergence from
antecedent courses and describing elements of the social milieu surrounding the
participants in the period. It identifies the impact of democratisation and
devolution on the role of the principal and revisits a day in the life of a principal
from an artefact of the time. Professional development options provided by the
NSWDE over two decades include the design of courses for principals from the
1970s up to the particular implementation of the PDP course in 1987. This
chapter is based on data from interviews with course designers and NSWDE
personnel who were involved in providing professional development throughout
that time frame. Their information has been supplemented with analysis of
archival documents to establish the gradual emergence of the PDP philosophy. It
depicts the organisational culture in which the case study participants operated
and the educational influences that governed their professional development up
to the time of their involvement in the PDP course.

•

Chapter Five describes the Metropolitan East Region’s implementation of the
PDP. It introduces the major participants, the operation of their two groups, the
culture and sub culture of their two separate groups (from 1987 to 1988) and
their amalgamation into one group (1989). It identifies the processes of the PDP
program covering the selection of participants, the role of facilitators, the
residential components, and the function of collegial groups. The separately
defined operational character of the two collegial teams, Metropolitan East
(southern) and Metropolitan East (northern) is addressed as are the operations
adopted after the groups combined. A model has been constructed based on
analysis of participant data and course documentation. It utilises an umbrella
metaphor to depict the support structures of the PDP course.

•

Chapter Six is made up of stories provided by five of the participating principals
to highlight the role the PDP and the collegial group played in their lives. It
includes individual reflections on the type of issues they faced as new principals,
their personal and professional growth in the NSWDE and the enriching
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experiences and opportunities they had in their careers. In describing their
understandings of collegiality and other features of their lives they show their
successes, their mistakes, their confidence and their fears. Collectively they
provide an understanding of the framework in which they operated and the
impact that collegiality had on their personal and professional growth.

•

Chapter Seven presents findings related to the conditions of collegiality from
examination of the PDP course, the literature on collegiality and the experiences
of the collegial group members. The process of definition and search for
meaning permeates the chapter and is connected with the identification of
conditions that contributed to, and sustained, collegiality. The conditions are
organised into structural, attitudinal/behavioural and cultural categories and an
operational model has been synthesised to depict collegiality as an ideal type. In
answering the research questions this chapter tracks the changes in the group’s
focus and its departures from its perceived adherence to the ideal type through
four distinct stages from 1987 to 2004.

•

Chapter Eight summarises the findings of the case and makes recommendations
for other case studies to be conducted to examine the nature of collegiality in
similar contexts. It seeks to show the relevance of the findings to the role of
current educational leaders. It features a day in the life of a principal in 2001 as
juxtaposition with that depicted in Chapter Four by a principal in 1979. Views
from principals in the new millennium are incorporated in this chapter to evoke
understandings of the current thinking on collegial support groups for the
learning and welfare of school leaders. This chapter makes recommendations
that will inform designers of professional development offerings in the
contemporary context. The study provides avenues for further research to
compare the findings with examples of other collegial group operations.
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Chapter 2
A Review of Literature
2.1 Introduction
This chapter outlines the discussions in the literature on the nature of collegiality and
how it has been utilised in various approaches to professional development. It
determines how the learning needs of principals have been viewed and examines some
particular learning designs that have been implemented over the period from the 1970s
to the 1980s and beyond. Professional debate over the premise underlying scholarship in
the field of collegiality has sometimes been controversial as is the confusion over terms
such as collegiality and collaboration. The conflicting views have provided a rich
context for thinking about how collegial relationships are fostered in educational
settings and in particular how collegial groups operate.
The literature sourced for this study covers a variety of historical approaches to
professional development that supported the role of the principal, based on understandings
of their learning needs during the 1970s, 1980s and into the 1990s. Specifically identified
were findings on collegiality and collegial group practices. To make linkages with
characteristics of past and current thinking on the professional development needs of
principals, literature was sourced from historical as well as contemporary works. As a
beginning point, the historical documents of the NSW Department of Education
(NSWDE) and the Commonwealth Schools Commission (CSC) frame the way the
learning needs of principals were talked about and catered for in the 1970s, 1980s.
Specific references were sought from the 1980s’ CSC Professional Development of
Principals Course and antecedent NSWDE in-service leadership course designs of the
1970s to compare theories and practices in professional learning in that era.
Literature relevant to the design and functioning of collegial-based leadership programs
for principals is scarce as much of the writing in this field refers to collegiality among
teachers and their processes of collaboration to improve their practice. There is a great
deal written in the leadership area which applies to the role of the principal in
promoting, establishing and maintaining collaborative school cultures yet there is a
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paucity of material related to the principal’s own development through collegial peer
groups. Much of what was located is historically embedded in the 1980s, illuminating
the practices of peer coaching, shadowing and action research for problem solving.
Later, trends reported in the literature are related to concepts of mentoring and team
collaboration for joint projects and while these were of interest they did not specifically
inform the research questions.
Literature on collegiality was chosen to determine how others speak about or define the
concept. I returned to the literature regularly to look for similarities and differences to that
which was unfolding in my study. In particular, I searched for theoretical models of
collegiality that might assist me to hone the models of collegial conditions and collegiallysupported learning that were emerging from my data. I sought to determine if others had
highlighted similar categories of structural, attitudinal/behavioural and cultural elements to
those that were underpinning my findings on the conditions of collegiality.
When the study commenced, my belief was that collegiality had operated continuously in
the long-term peer group that I was studying. Therefore sources that addressed processes
for building and sustaining community were also consulted. In this regard the literature on
communities of learners and communities of practice was helpful in generating some new
research hunches.
Few sources specifically address the role of the peer group as a support for the emotional
and social well-being of principals as learners or their welfare as practitioners. And there
is certainly a dearth of longitudinal information on the life cycle of principals’ collegial
groups, their sustainability processes and their stages of development. This gap indicates a
need for the type of information provided by this case study. Sources from three specific
foci were pursued to give an overview of research findings, policies and practices to
inform this enquiry. These include works on the role of the principal, the nature of
educational leadership and the articulation of such findings in professional development
designs for principals.
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2.2 Catering For the Learning Needs of the Principal
This section of the review will cover a time when it was once thought unimportant for the
employer to provide specific training for principals. It will move through periods of
growing awareness of the increasing complexity of the principal’s role. Emphasis in the
literature shifts from the provision of what was then progressive training in administration
for management in the 1970s to the view, by the 1990s, that professional development
should promote leadership that positively impacts on school culture and educational
outcomes for all learners in the school community. The provision of training over this time
frame carried varying assumptions about how adult learning should be delivered.
Contrasting approaches to implementation of learning designs, defined as deficit and asset
models (Eraut, 1986; Schainker, 1981) in the literature, were considered. These
approaches acted as guides when comparing the development of the collegial-growth,
problem-solving, change-oriented model that is the focus of this study.
To frame the research in the thinking of the times also requires an understanding of the
ways in which educational leadership was perceived and the varying views on performing
the role of principal. Seigrist’s (1999) overview helps to locate the research focus in a
period of changing philosophy:
Educational administration began as an offspring of scientific
management and its early adherents were fervently entrenched in the
doctrine of efficiency, leading to what English (1994) calls scientism.
Later came the behaviorists, then the organizational sociologists, neither
of which has provided the predictive power to solve the myriad problems
facing 21st century educators. An increasing number of investigators
believe that too many administrators see themselves as continuing the
legacy of efficiency through systems theory and, now, total quality
management. Over the course of the late twentieth century, our
understanding of leadership has changed rather dramatically as we have
recognized that what leaders do is determined, in large part, by the nature
of those being led and the culture of the organizations in which they
work. Additionally, as systems theory suggests, those organizations are
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influenced by and, in turn, influence the greater culture of which they are
a part. (p. 299)
Such changes in the perception of leadership and in the principal as leader were gradual
and also competing. Initially training focussed on helping the principal to manage
change in a decentralising system, then it expected leaders to create change. This is
underpinned in the literature by the ever-present tensions between management and
leadership, and between hierarchical and flat models. Perceptions of the principal and
leadership were often based on what worked in the field of business and while Andy
Hargreaves (1995) for example, warns about transplanting corporate models wholesale
into education, others at the work site had by the 1990s adopted terms like customer
focus, world’s best practice, team network skills, quality circles and consumer
evaluation (Beavis, 1995; Dunn, 1994; Paine, 1993, 1994).
The training of the principal progressively moved toward replacing their hierarchical
individualised practices with collegial models in the late 1980s while, paradoxically, by
the 1990s the public education system moved back toward centralised control
encouraging what Smyth (1991b) describes as ‘the hanging on while letting go
syndrome’ (p. 225). Principals were encouraged to implement egalitarian models of
leadership, yet the principal was still placed in the position of significance in the
hierarchy of schools (Hallinger & Heck, 1999). Crump (1993) describes this as ‘policy
burlesque’ (p.418) and cites Ball (1993) who sees the period, particularly from the late
1980s when the Commonwealth Schools Commission’s PDP collegial course was being
implemented, as beset by contradictions and adhockery. In Australia such contradictions
can be recognised as early as 1973 when the Commonwealth Schools Commission
began its programs for change and devolved decision making in schools, foreshadowing
the need to train principals to meet this need (Commonwealth Schools Commission,
1975).
2.2.1 Provision of Specific Training for Principals
The lack of specific focus on the principal as a learner is echoed in the literature on
educational theory, ideology and practice of the early 1970s. The major issues centred
on how to change teachers’ approaches to improve learning outcomes while the
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development of the principal was rarely emphasised let alone linked with quality
schools and student outcomes. If the principal had undertaken training it was usually in
administration and often self-motivated through involvement in tertiary offerings. It was
not until 1976 that in-service courses specifically targeted principals’ learning in NSW
(Carey, 1976) and not until the 1980s that interest in the principals’ impact on
curriculum and pedagogy began to filter into designs for their learning. Daresh (1986b)
neatly summarises this fact. In his editorial in a special issue journal on ‘Developing
Administrative Leadership’ he says:
The focus of most discussions related to in-service education and
professional development has typically centred on the classroom teacher,
certainly a logical choice in light of the responsibilities held by that
individual in working with students on a direct daily basis. Recently
attention has been directed towards the needs of yet another group of
educators who have an impact in the quality of life in schools,
administrators. While these individuals may not have the same immediate
effect on students, their actions and decisions have a tremendous potential
for enhancing the quality of education for children in a school or district.
…(W)hile no-one would suggest professional development for
administrators is more important than for other staff members, it is a crucial
issue that needs attention if schools are to operate effectively. Professional
development for educators, in particular school administrators, is not a frill.
(p.150)
The recognition that the principal could enhance the effectiveness of the school’s
teaching and learning signified a departure in the thinking about training principals
mainly for administrative management roles. Mulford (1982), who was particularly
monitoring the Australian context of educational leadership at this time, concludes that
‘principals can make a significant difference to both teachers and students’ (p.43). The
Commonwealth Schools Commission and Departmental documents provide a starting
point for understanding how the principalship was defined at this point and therefore
how training decisions were tied to these perceptions of the principals’ learning needs
and expectations of their ongoing development. Two such reports include ‘A
Descriptive Profile of Australian School Principals’ (Chapman, 1984) and ‘The
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Australian School Principal: A national study of the role and professional development
needs of government and non-government school principals’ (Duignan et al., 1984).
In ‘A Descriptive Profile of Australian School Principals’ Chapman (1984) categorises her
descriptions of the typical Australian school principal of the 1970s and early 1980s under
the groupings of gender, primary, secondary, government system, catholic system and
private system. To provide a benchmark against which I could compare the background of
the case study participants (who represent both primary and secondary government fields)
I consulted both the primary and secondary government system principal profiles. There
were similarities and differences in the two categories. For example, primary principals
were more likely to have come from rural backgrounds than secondary principals,
secondary principals were more likely to have entered teaching after a university course
while primary principals were teachers college-trained. Both undertook studies directly
related to their careers and both had participated in an extra six years of part-time study
after their initial study. Secondary principals were likely to have had experience as acting
or relieving principals prior to their principalships while primary principals did not.
Neither group was likely to have undertaken specific study in administration before or
after becoming principals.
Chapman’s study points to the small number of principals who had undertaken formal
courses in educational administration. This phenomenon is explained by Duignan et al.
(1984) as follows. Among other things they found that:
…many excellent programs for the professional development of
Principals already exist in various educational systems and tertiary
institutions throughout Australia …(but)… principals usually receive
very little preparation and training for the job. It is assumed that a good
teacher should be successful when promoted to the principalship. A
factor that should not be overlooked is that while teachers may be adept
at interacting with children, and often receive training in this area, they
rarely receive training in the skills needed to interact face-to-face with
adults. (pp.30-31)
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In another discussion from the time, Andrews and Moyle (1986) refer to the limited
number of training opportunities available for principals in the Australian state of Victoria
up until the late 1970s. They too confirm that ‘there was little or no acceptance by parent
organisations, teacher unions, and the various education employing authorities of the need
for principals and other administrators to have any formal qualifications or pre-service
training in educational administration’ (pp.191-192). NSW began to address this need
earlier. Internal NSWDE training program documents show that by the end of 1973, Carey
(1976) had led a team of designers to establish a framework within which leadership inservice could change this mindset and be implemented in a planned and purposeful way.
Development courses for school executives were being designed and trialled even though
there was no imperative from the Commonwealth to mount specific courses for principals
at that stage (Carey, 1976; Harrison, 1982). A perusal of the NSWDE in-service offerings
of that decade suggests that these were highly effective, systematically sequenced, tightly
structured developmental residential experiences for principals, many based on the
particular experiential learning materials of Pfeiffer and Jones (Pfeiffer & Jones, 1975).
Sharpe (1976), however, shows that while the courses produced positively changed
attitudes in principals these attitudes had regressed when the participants returned to their
school. Evaluation of this type is not plentiful. Langshaw (1979) pointed out that
evaluation of in-service activities was still in its infancy at the end of the 1970s and cited a
report at the 1977 CSC National Development Conference that stated ‘there was an overall
lack of specification of objectives for in-service education activities with a corresponding
lack of evaluative material’ (p.172).
Barth (2001) raises another perspective in the discussion on principals’ ongoing
development. He points out that principals are often reluctant to see themselves as
learners. He describes the conditions for adult learning in the school leadership context as
being beset by a host of crippling impediments of which he noted time, old baggage, guilt,
additional workloads and the admission of imperfection. Of these conditions the belief that
it is immoral for adults to take part in learning when scarce resources should be directed to
the learning needs of children was a particularly debilitating mindset. Barth sums up this
self-deprivation concept as a widespread belief that ‘the business of the educator is to
serve the learning of others, not to be served’ (p.145).
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Principals’ views are often more pragmatic regarding their own learning. They tend to
emphasise the importance of experience in the development of leadership skill, sometimes
dismissing the value of theory and training courses. As Blumberg and Golembiewski
(1976) note, there is a tendency toward anti-intellectual bias in adult learners. But
O’Callaghan (1987) gives a different picture of the principal as learner. He writes from
two perspectives, his role as a contributor to a CSC inventory of professional development
activities for school principals and from his personal involvement in professional
development programs for school leaders in Australia. Citing CSC data he shows that
places in professional development courses were in demand throughout Australia. He
debunks the stereotype of the staid, conservative, autocratic head, replacing it with a view
of principals who ‘were appreciative of support given in solving management problems
and anxious to learn of new developments in school management’ (p.51). This
corresponds with the course evaluations collected from participants at the completion of
each implementation of the NSWDE Development Courses for School Executives (Carey,
1977).
2.2.2 Approaches to Professional Development Designs for Principals from the
1970s to the 1990s
The tendency of principals as learners to self-deprive (Barth, 2001) or to devalue formal
learning opportunities (Blumberg & Golembiewski, 1976) is associated with a
preference for learning on-the-job, or believing experiential learning to be the most
significant professional socializing agent (Lortie, 1975). Portin et al.(2002) found in a
recent US study that, ‘regardless of their training, most Principals still think they
learned the skills they need on the job’ (p.1). This view of professional development
held by principals has not changed since a US study in 1978 (National Association of
Elementary School Principals, 1979) found that experiential learning was reported by
principals as one of the most important ways they learnt the knowledge and skills of
their profession. In the Australian context Duignan (1984) says, ‘typically, Principals
learn their administrative skills on-the-job’ (p.22) and Chapman (1983) states of
government principals, that ‘administrative competence is developed by on-the-job
experience, gained incrementally as one assumes more responsible tasks in larger, more
administratively complex schools’ (p.29).
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In addition to Portin et al.’s (2002) findings, that principals regularly declared
experience to be the factor which prepared them for handling complex challenges, is the
fact that principals also noted particular mention of collegial relationships with other
principals as being of greater influence than specific training. By the mid 1980s the
literature had turned toward exploration of collegial practices, designs for school-based
collaborative learning and theoretical understandings of adults need for site-relevant
peer-supported learning.
Barth (1984) maintains that principals also had other reasons for categorising their
learning as experiential and avoiding formal professional development. He believes they
had built up antibodies to deficit learning designs that aim to do things to them rather
than looking for conditions under which they own their own learning. ‘They resist
fiercely, if covertly, a deficiency model of staff development which says “here’s what I
expect of you” and asks “how well are you doing it?”’(p.92).
Roberts (1988), in her study on the perceptions of principals regarding their collegiality
and professional growth, includes a table developed by Schainker (1981) to contrast the
deficit and the asset models of staff development (see reproduced in Chapter 4, Table
4.4). It can be used to compare the underlying philosophies in the various professional
learning designs for principals over the decades covered in this study.
The deficit model
Schainker’s (1981) comparative table in Roberts (1988, p.25) can be paraphrased to
show the deficit model of staff development as being designed for a group, by an
external expert, with an emphasis determined by the superordinates of the participants,
based on organisational rather than individual priorities. Approaches that were based on
deficit were beginning to be questioned in the 1980s as the understanding of adult
learning conditions grew. Writers at the time such as Wood and Thompson (1980)
speak of the negative view that staff development designers in the US had of teachers
and principals, consciously or unconsciously seeing them as needing ‘to be persuaded,
rewarded, punished, controlled and forced to … work toward the goal of the school and
to participate in in-service education’ (p.375). They describe in-service in the 1970s as
typically used to eliminate weaknesses. Highlighting aspects of adult learning they
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note the fact that ‘adults will resist learning situations which they believe are an attack
on their competence (and) … reject prescriptions by others for their learning, especially
when what is prescribed is viewed as an attack on what they are presently doing’
(p.376).
The asset model
Schainker’s (1981) comparative table in Roberts (1988, p.25) can also be paraphrased to
show the assets model of staff development as providing greater autonomy for the
participant, emphasising individual tailoring of content, voluntary participation, use of
participant expertise and real life problem solving. Roberts asserts that the asset model
of staff development was a progression from understandings of andragogy (p.19) stating
that ‘emerging theories of adult learning are diverging from the humanistic and
developmental schools of thought to a more holistic and circuitous process of learning’
(p.23).
O’Callaghan (1987) confirms, from his personal experience in Australian professional
development design for school leaders, that programs organised by principals and
controlled by the participants were the most popular. He states ‘that ownership of the
learning program conditioned the program’s relevance. Given the control of the
program and stimulated by the dynamics of group learning, participants appear to
develop personally and professionally’ (p.51).
By the 1990s Dimmock (1994) was calling for the training of principals to emulate the
pedagogy of the classroom saying that:
strategies for delivery of administrator programs (should) model the same
teaching-learning experiences and activities increasingly espoused for
reconstructed schools…this entails greater emphasis on active student
learning, a wider variety of teaching-learning strategies to give balance,
and above all, a focus on workplace problems and problem solving as
ways of bridging divides between theory and practice and teaching and
research. (p.198)
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Collegial models
O’Callaghan (1987) extols the maintenance of a network by participants in learning
programs. Noting that collegiality was established when participants worked well in
learning groups he believes that the learning could continue after that association with
the assistance of consultants and regular discourse between the learners. In what could
be called a collegial model he maintains that:
the creation of a network, the logical extension of the group process and
the open style of learning enjoyed during conferences, retained the
impetus toward learning, well after the professional activity was over…
Learning was promoted by frequent and friendly feedback. Discussion
with consultants in the program and the circulation of a bulletin
recognizing progress were particularly effective in the programs in which
I assisted. I appreciated the assistance of trained consultants with school
experience. (pp.51-52)
Cameron (1984a) reports similar findings in NSW in the early 1980’s Total School
Development Program (TSDP). He discusses the positive power of feedback and
consultancy in his final TSDP report (Cameron et al., 1984a) and throughout various
summative reports from schools in the TSDP broadsheets (Total School Development
Program, 1983, 1984a) and in the TSDP consultancy newsletter (Total School
Development Program, 1984b). Indicating the success of the program, he specifically
acknowledges the role of consultancy saying that:
Regular consultancy is recognised as a key element in helping school
communities to effect school change…Not only have schools achieved
specific improvement goals but it would appear that increased
competence and confidence to manage change programs have increased
the schools’ capacity for self-renewal. (Cameron et al., 1984a)
Like O’Callaghan (1987) and Cameron (Total School Development Program, 1983),
Ikin (1987) also recognises the power of feedback for reporting, communicating and
acknowledging progress. In his newsletter ‘The Principal and School Development
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Program’ for the Victorian State Education System in the 1980s, he published progress
reports from participants, lists of graduates from the programs to act as supportive peers
and contact names for ongoing collegial connections.
By the mid to late 1980s, collegial approaches underpinned professional development
for role-specific groups such as principals, librarians and consultants in NSW (Bazeley,
1989). The learning designs varied but in essence they focussed less on deficit and more
on what Eraut (1986) called growth, change, and problem-solving models and rested
more on what Schainker (1981) described as an asset model. This was articulated
through consultancy, facilitated collegial groups, coaching, mentoring and both system
and participant ownership of the content. Collegial models of adult learning had some
connection to the organisational development techniques promoted by Schmuck
(Schmuck, 1977; Schmuck & Miles, 1971), which linked school improvements to
collaboratively-agreed, site-based learning goals. Collegial models were also informed
by the coaching and shadowing techniques used with teachers by Joyce and Showers
(1982).
Collegial techniques were particularly advocated for orienting neophyte principals into
their role. Daresh (1986a), in his US study of the needs of beginning principals,
identified socialisation into the profession and System as a major category of concern.
He recommends a buddy system to mentor new principals noting that there are often
‘implicit expectations that principals, regardless of the amount of experience, should
somehow understand the proper routes to be taken to survive and solve problems’
(p.170). Formal arrangements for mentoring were not common in NSW until the 1990s
when both the Department and the principals’ professional associations undertook
specific strategies of this type (New South Wales Primary Principals Association,
1994).
2.2.3 Ways of Perceiving Educational Leadership
No contextual review of the literature would be complete without mentioning that
educational leadership itself had by the 1980s become an obvious topic of major interest,
growing steadily in the research literature of the 1970s. Siegrist (1999) neatly summarises
a history of some of the leadership themes that have permeated early and
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contemporary thinking on educational leadership, showing the development of the field
over the two decades.
Historically, leadership has been seen to be based on power (Etzioni, 1961).
Early leadership studies addressed leadership traits (Stodgill, 1948) and the
focus was on differentiating between leaders and non-leaders. Later,
contingency and situational models (Hersey & Blanchard, 1972) looked at
differences between effective and less effective leaders. Others have
suggested that leadership behaviours are driven by individual ‘mindscapes’
or worldviews (Sergiovanni, 1991) or by mediation abilities (Gregorc,
1984). From the wealth of literature in the field, one might conclude that
leadership is structurally and behaviourally based (Likert, 1961), or one
might subscribe to the emerging view that cultural or transformational
leadership must be the central focus of school administrators (Cunningham,
1993), or that truly effective leaders are visionaries (Bennis, 1989).
Sergiovanni (1992) suggests that the practice of followership provides the
basis for leadership and that leaders play a vital stewardship or servanthood
role. Hodgkinson (1991) suggests that we re-centre leadership in the
humanities, while English (1994) agrees and insists that we look outside the
confines of behaviorism-structuralism to moral leadership. (p.301)
These changes in the perceptions of leadership and the principal as leader were both
gradual and competing. From his accumulated study of leadership, Stodgill (1974)
suggests in the 1970s that there were eleven perspectives of leadership to consider.
These have relevance to the way principals articulated the leadership role and how
training providers catered for their learning needs. They included the importance of (1)
personality or effectiveness of personality, (2) the art of inducing compliance, (3) the
exercise of influence, (4) group processes, (5) the art of persuasion, (6) certain acts or
behaviours, (7) the power of relationships, (8) goal achievement, (9) effective
interaction, (10) a differentiated role, and (11) the initiation of structure.
There is much of Stodgill’s influence in Carey’s (1976) summary of the ‘Rationale of
the NSWDE Stage Development Courses for School Executives’. Stodgill’s ‘group
processes’, ‘the art of persuasion’, ‘the art of inducing compliance’, ‘the power of
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relationships’, ‘goal achievement’, ‘effective interaction’, ‘differentiated role’, and ‘the
initiation of structure’ are detectable in the learning activities in the module booklets
accompanying the Stage Development Courses for Executives in the mid to late 1970s.
Situational and contingency theory (Hersey & Blanchard, 1972), identified by Seigrist
(1999) as a theme in this time period, is obvious in the documented activities of the
Stage courses. Significantly the 1970’s NSWDE leadership course descriptions
emphasise managing rather than creating change. The tension between a perception of
the inherent authority of the principal and the Commonwealth Schools Commission’s
emphasis on establishing inclusive, devolved decision-making in schools is addressed in
course documentation. It appears to be considered as a condition to be managed rather
than as a questioning of the control and authority of the principal.
By the 1980s, the responsibility of the leader to manage change by ‘inducing
compliance’ was being challenged by more proactive expectations of creating change
through collaboration. Cameron (1980) noted that particular attention needed to be paid
to the inclusion of attitudinal development training for principals to enable them to
successfully manage collaborative decision making to achieve total school development.
Cameron co-developed a training course with principals and consultants (Allen, Booth,
Cameron, Connery, Masters & Reynolds, 1979) specifically for principals who were
intending to participate in the Total School Development Program (TSDP). Schmuck
and Runkel (1985) report on Cameron’s NSW case study in their ‘Organisational
Development Handbook’ citing his training of the original team of school principals in
1977 to act as consultants to their peers. What was interesting in the case was the
selection process Cameron undertook to find the right kind of leaders for the job. As
Schmuck and Runkel note, ‘he selected seven who had moderate needs for control,
achievement, and affiliation, and who could act in a reflective and supportive role with
the faculties in the schools’ (p.482). Cameron (1980) determined that the principal was
a critical factor in the success of collaborative change in the school. He argues that,
along with time and consultancy, the principal,
who is ready to assume a more democratic form of leadership can greatly
enhance the chances of success because he/she can help to win over an
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anxious executive and his/her support gives legitimacy to the approach.
One could go further to say that the support needs to be translated into
action, The more involvement by the principal, the better. (p.11)
2.2.4 The Emphasis on Training to Administrate and Manage Change in the 1970s
Two themes that permeate the provision for the learning needs of principals in the
period under review were associated with the view of the principal as manager and the
view of the principal as educational leader. Many studies distinguish between
management and leadership while acknowledging their interdependency. As Leithwood
and Jantzi (1997) note, ‘both are required for the complete administrator’ (p. 314). Yet
the 1970s NSWDE professional training focused more heavily on management, and in
particular, how to manage change emanating from a more empowered community with
expectations of devolved decision-making input.
Training in administration at this time was characterised by the writing of Hersey and
Blanchard (1972) whose approach to the style of management a leader might use varied
depending upon the maturity level of followers. Carey (1976) adapted the Hersey and
Blanchard approaches in NSWDE courses for school executives in the mid 1970s,
arguing that as well as considering the developmental level of followers, middle
managers also needed to learn strategies that helped them solve dilemmas at
developmental stages of their own careers. These were characterised by certain
management crisis points that occurred at various stages in the development of the
leader, being the ‘crisis of professional acceptance’, the ‘crisis of peer management’ and
the ‘crisis of general management’ (p.1). Defining the three crisis points as the most
significant in the career of a leader, Carey focuses the content for developmental
activities in NSWDE courses around them.
In the late 1970s there was general acceptance in the literature that training for school
administrators required a staged, developmental approach taking into account the
differing management needs of emerging leaders, neophyte leaders and experienced
leaders. In later years, Gardner (1990) would argue that learning to lead was ‘an
extended process’. He believes the first step should be the selection for training early in
the individual’s career, with leadership development then needing repeated
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assessments and repeated opportunities for training over many years, allowing the
interplay between what he called ‘native gifts’ and opportunities and challenges. This
process is evident in the literature on the NSWDE courses of the 1970s which were
designed to be undertaken in developmental stages (Carey, 1976).
Cooper and Boyd (1987) maintain that the designs for learning about educational
administration in the 1970s were tied to ‘The One Best Model’ (p.12). They describe
this as a social science approach which included university instruction, in the
mainstream of social research, resting on an intellectual paradigm borrowed from social
psychology, management and the behavioural sciences, with a philosophical base
steeped in ‘an abiding belief in empiricism, predictability and scientific certainty’
(p.12). Cooper and Boyd point out that this location of educational administration in the
sphere of social research ‘did not seem to solve the dilemmas of what to teach
practitioners’ (p.12). They believe that training of school administrators should be
‘more rigorous, more interesting, more enticing and more integrated with real school
problems’ (p.22).
Like Cameron (1980) in the NSWDE context, Cooper and Boyd (1987) believe that in the
US the content and philosophical underpinnings of principals’ training in the 1970s came
from the management field of business and industry and needed to be more realistically
based on a school model. Cameron (1980; 1982) argued that the school was the site for
ownership of professional learning where the style of the leader needed to be attuned to
collaborative decision making. Barth, in a reflective conversation with Sparks (1993), also
reaffirms his belief that ‘the school house itself is the most powerful context for the
continuing education of educators, you don’t have to take a university course or go off to a
workshop at the central office … Schools are full of thoughtful people who are wrestling
with significant problems’ (p.20).
2.2.5 The Emphasis on Professional Development to Impact School Culture and
Create School Based Change in the 1980s and 1990s
The OD movement that was promoted in the 1970s by Schmuck (Schmuck & Nelson,
1972; Schmuck, 1977; Schmuck & Miles, 1971) also permeates the various Schools
Commission reports as an underlying philosophy for change (Commonwealth
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Schools Commission, 1975, 1978). It associated creating change through a site-based
learning emphasis. This emphasis does not appear to have taken hold in the documents of
NSWDE in-service offerings for principals until the 1980s which was when, according to
Cameron (1982), the school became the training ground for an educational leader’s
growth. This began to be reflected in NSWDE professional development design as part of
Cameron’s (1983) Total School Development Program. It linked learning opportunities
and challenges to the individual school and to an understanding of each site’s
organisational development. The relevance of in-service courses to the school and the
ownership of learning at the school began to move the emphasis away from an off-site,
business framework into what many writers (Barnett, 1987b; Barth, 1980; Donaldson,
1991; Fullan & Hargreaves, 1991) believe to be a more legitimate context.
Sergiovanni (1984) believes that leadership theory, which moves emphasis away from the
educational aspects of the principalship and replaced it with managerial and social science
theory, is neglecting the actual aspects of leadership that are linked to excellence. He
observes that in excellent schools ‘things hang together; a sense of purpose rallies people
to a common cause; work has meaning and life is significant; teachers and students work
together with spirit; and accomplishments are readily recognized’ (p.4). He uses a
metaphor of forces, or energy that can bring about or preserve the changes needed to
improve schools. By identifying five forces (technical, human, educational, symbolic, and
cultural) he demonstrates that the first two forces had dominated both the 1970s and early
1980s leadership literature and the training programs for principals, thus neglecting the
forces of educational, symbolic and cultural leadership. His view is that the principal is an
educational leader who needs to provide greater emphasis on the symbolic and cultural
aspects of the role.
Duignan et al.’s (1984) study of ‘The Australian School Principal’ reveals that principals
felt a tension between the emphasis on management of change and on proactively creating
educational change. They were uneasy about their role as vision makers and educational
leaders at this time. Principals’ responses to questionnaires indicated that it was the
complexity of the role that made it ‘difficult for one person to perform all aspects of the
role well. In a context where the managerial and administrative demands tend to appear as
urgent, other activities which involve longer time periods (eg. planning and
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implementing curriculum) are put on the back burner’ (p.14). Principals reported that the
reality of their roles meant they often reacted to the managerial imperatives, finding little
time to address school culture and take the lead in educational imperatives. Coulson
(1990) shows, through time studies, that principals mainly dealt with crises, problems and
dilemmas and Davies (1987) describes the daily work of principals as being characterised
by brevity, variety and fragmentation (p.44). Duignan (1988b) however argues that these
brief everyday routines of principals were themselves both transformational and
transactional ‘as part and parcel of complex organisational life’ (p.3). Southworth (1993)
supports Duignan’s view, saying that while principals are
chronically busy, reactive as against proactive, caught up in and tied
down by the unceasing demands of others for their attention (it is just
such) seemingly ordinary and ‘little stuff’ of management (that) is the
vehicle for the leader’s messages. The interruptions, decisions on the run,
and chance encounters in corridors are the media for the message’.
(pp.78-79)
In a context that promoted the principals’ ability to create change rather than just manage
it (Lassey, 1976) the Commonwealth Schools Commission Professional Development of
Principals Course was designed and implemented in NSW in the mid 1980s. It promoted
the use of collegiality to assist principals to solve school-based problems and become both
efficient managers and competent change agents. (NSW Department of Education
Professional Development of Principals Program, 1987d). Its intent was ‘that school
principals should experience professional growth through systemic problem solving,
collegiality and collaboration’ (Duignan, 1985, p.2). By the end of the ’80s, during a time
that is often referred to as the effective schools movement (Lieberman, 1995), leaders
were being encouraged, through their training, to initiate some form of changed structure
or changed behaviour in groups, organisations or communities. As Lieberman recalls, ‘the
effective schools of the 1980s placed the principal as the head of school improvement
efforts’ (p.9).
Some saw a danger in training designs that over-emphasised the principal’s ability to
implement change. Donaldson (1991) believed that stressing instructional leadership over
management, with the principal as the keystone to student achievement, could lead to
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unreasonable expectations of principals. He maintained that it accentuated teacher
supervision and evaluation, curriculum planning and student assessment and set a strong
mission and climate for learning of which he said: ‘these initiatives, motivated as they are
by good intentions, project the power to change schools onto the principal, raising
expectations and, I believe, promoting the unreasonable notion that principals should
single-handedly turn schools around (p.171).
Ikin (1994), who was the NSWDE Manager of School and Leadership Development,
sums up the Departmental approach to professional development courses at the time in
the following excerpts from a paper addressed to principals:
…schools generally are approaching whole school planning in a variety
of ways, and are beginning to incorporate training and development as a
key component of their plans… What we are beginning to understand
more fully is that adults have varying learning needs over the course of
their working lives. These needs relate not only to professional issues, for
instance one’s role in a school, but also to continuing personal
development… If we were to look five years into the future, what might
be some of the questions principals are likely to be asking? Perhaps:
•

Have we been able to build a culture of collaboration across the
school community in training and development and, in the process,
target quality teaching and improved student learning outcomes?

•

Have we been able to demonstrate the link between effective
training and development and improved learning outcomes…
(pp.27-28)

2.2.6 Views on Performing the Role of Principal
The description of the principal’s role that informed NSWDE leadership training changed
throughout the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s being variously seen as a set of skills (Carey,
1981) or competencies (Macpherson & Taplin, 1995) or capabilities (Scott, 1999) that
imply a framework for mastery. Ackerman, Donaldson and van de Bogert (1996) move the
emphasis on the role away from such lists of elements to a more fluid, journey-like goal.
Ackerman et al. (1996) maintain from their work as principals, from their discussions with
each other and from the case studies of principal’s stories that:
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…school leadership is neither finite nor static. It is not something that
can be mastered once and for all, nor is it a particular set of skills that can
readily be acquired, rather school leadership is a quest to shape a
complex, dynamic exciting entity …(p. xv)
Despite the fluidity and ambiguity of leadership in the 1970s and 1980s, Australian
principals in the early 1980s did have consensus on what they believed were the personal
qualities required to perform their role. The principals in Duignan et al.’s (1984)
comprehensive national study believed that a principal
must be a well-balanced person with a secure self-image and a confidence
based on inner strength of character and a willingness to accept criticism.
The Principal must exhibit a touch of humanity and be sensitive and tolerant
of others. He/she must be honest and fair and consistent in all dealings and
must be approachable and provide a sympathetic ear when needed. All of
these qualities must be tempered with a certain amount of intellectual
acuity, good judgment, tough mindedness and resiliency in the face of
controversy and conflict. It helps of course, if the principal can at all times
maintain a sense of perspective and, more importantly, a sense of humour.
(p.7)
Duignan classifies such qualities into three categories:
(1) educational statesmanship, (providing leadership, communicating
effectively and developing effective relationships), (2) educational
connoisseurship (having in-depth knowledge of such things as the processes
of learning, the intrinsics of instructional design), and (3) educational
entrepreneurship (initiating change and innovation in education). (p.7)
Goldberg (2001), from his interviews with forty-three educational leaders two decades
later, saw such qualities as bedrock beliefs. He maintained that ‘bedrock belief is the
animus that inspires leaders to do their work. Education has room for idealism, for reach
that exceeds grasp, but it is essentially not a pie-in-the-sky business. You must believe
what you are doing will actually help people’ (p.759).
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The view that the principal’s role included helping other adults to learn and change
began to be reflected in the literature of the 1990s which linked the role of the principal
to achieving effective schools and quality student outcomes (Leithwood, 1986; Lortie,
1987; Reynolds, 1994). The belief that principals could achieve this through
enculturating or reculturing or recreating a school as a collaborative learning
community (Boyd, 1995; Curry & Groundwater-Smith, 1998; Groundwater-Smith,
1996). Krajewski (1996) suggests this could be done by envisioning a collaborative
direction.
Senge’s (1990) notion was that leaders were designers, stewards and teachers and he
puts the emphasis firmly on collaborative practice. In this role the leader’s task is
designing the learning processes whereby people throughout the
organization can deal productively with the critical issues they face, and
develop their mastery in the learning disciplines. This is new work for most
experienced managers, many of whom rose to the top because of their
decision-making and problem-solving skills, not their skills in mentoring,
coaching and helping others learn. (p. 345)
This line of thinking supports the role of the principal as a collegial leader. The
emphasis on the principal being the head learner in a community of learners (and coleaders) argued by Barth (1984; 1991) throughout the late 1980s and 1990s made the
principal responsible for the whole learning community by empowering that community
to learn.
Smyth (1991b) identifies the collegial practices operating in professional development
designs in NSW as more of a manipulative tool aimed at restructuring teachers’ work.
He noted:
in the current climate of ‘educational reform’ (call it ‘restructuring’, ‘teacher
empowerment’, ‘leadership’ or what ever you like)…what we have come to
experience as the age-old forms of muscular, authoritarian and hierarchical
forms of surveillance are breaking down and in their place are being posited
collegial forms of ‘site-based management’, ‘participation’ and other forms
of ‘devolution’ (p.224).
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He warned that while the collegial role might replace a hierarchical definition of the
principal’s role, it could simply represent a managerial imperative under a different
guise. This more political interpretation of the principal’s collegial role was echoed in
Andy Hargreaves’ (1991) notion of ‘contrived collegiality’. He too raises questions
about how principals might be promoting cooptation rather than collaboration. Davies et
al. (1990) argued that good intentions for collegial practices meet with lack of
meaningful time and are restricted by the inevitable tension between the principal’s
leadership role and management role. They state that:
leadership is about people and management is about resources. There is an
inevitable tension in applying this maxim to schools – the notion of
collegiality based on a community of professionals may inhibit the scope for
individual leadership. In direct contradistinction to this is the
legal/administrative role of head teachers which, combined with the lack of
time, compels a focus on routine procedures. (p.71)
Grimmett (1990a, 1990b), Campbell and Southwell (1990) and Smyth (1991a) have
similar views to Andy Hargreaves and Dawe (1990) about the collegial role of the
principal, the expectation that teachers will operate collegially and the outcome of
controlling teacher’s work. Grimmet (1990b) says: ‘it is as if it has become mandatory
that practitioners collaborate voluntarily’ (p.1). Smyth (1991b) called it ‘…The
dilemma…around wanting to develop collaborative structures but using them for
essentially managerial ends’(p.225). Campbell and Southwell (1990) question whether
collegiality is force-fed to teachers or if it can occur naturally. From the principal’s
perspective, Brundrett (1998) acknowledges that participatory decision making is
fundamental to collegiality but argues that it is a danger to the efficiency of the school
when positional authority is minimised by the cumbersome process of collaboration.
In what Andy Hargreaves (1995) calls the ‘turbulent current of post modern times’
(p.14) principals were charged with reculturing their schools, improving the learning
and demonstrating the improved performances of their students while establishing
collegial learning communities. In a decade that Dimmock (1993) describes as
characterised by political scrutiny on school effectiveness, student outcomes and
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school performance, paradoxically the collaborative leadership movement grew. Flatter
models of leadership were encouraged (Reavis & Griffith, 1992; B. Scott, 1990) which
involved notions of collegial, non-hierarchical, shared leadership. In the NSWDE this
was to be modelled by Scott’s restructured district clusters and through school-based
management (Beare, Caldwell & Millikan, 1989; Caldwell, 1992). To meet the
challenges of school restructuring, Leithwood (1992) advocated a move from
instructional leadership to transformational forms of school leadership, and Senge
(1990) and Barth (1991) promoted the community of leaders/learners concept
expanding thinking on the ideas of collegiality that were popular in the 1980s.

2.3 Collegiality in Education
Literature was sought to show similarities and differences in previous research on the
concept of collegiality and to understand how it had been practised in various
educational locations to assist in answering the following questions;
•

What conditions contribute to the establishment of collegiality?

•

Which conditions are most effective in building collegial community?

•

Which conditions are most effective in sustaining collegial community?

•

How do educators describe collegiality as helpful to their professional and
social/emotional well-being?

To focus on these questions the literature on collegiality in education is divided into the
following themes: the meaning of collegiality, collegial learning practices, collegialbased learning models and collegial groups.
2.3.1 The Meaning of Collegiality
The debate about collegiality, its character and its intended function in schools has
sometimes been heated and impassioned. Despite this, there is no agreed definition of
collegiality and much is assumed about the common application of its meaning.
Warren-Little (1982), who did so much to open up the field of study on collegiality, has
doubts that there is any ‘true’ form of it (Warren-Little, 1999, p.41). One particular
argument is that collegiality can be misrepresented, being promoted as an empowering
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process, yet imposed and used to manipulate and control the players in the school
(Grimmett, 1990a, 1990b; Hargreaves, 1991, 1999; Smyth, 1991a; Warren-Little,
1999). This view is balanced by multiple cases extolling the benefit of utilising collegial
practices to build community and improve adult learning. (Anastos & Ancowitz, 1987;
Brandt, 1987; Butcher & Prest, 1999; Connors, 2002; Cooper & Boyd, 1994; Curry &
Groundwater-Smith, 1998; Fielding, 1999; Jarzabkowski, 2000; Lieberman, 1990;
Paquette, 1987; Ponticell, 1995; Sergiovanni, 1994; Showers, 1985). When Campbell
and Southwell (1990) ask: ‘What conditions in a school facilitate collegiality? Is it
force-fed or can it occur naturally?’(p. 8), the notion of authenticity of intent becomes
paramount. Is collegiality motivated by legitimation or control (Brundrett, 1998)? Is it a
genuine, non-role-based function that sees leadership as a network of relationships and
attempts to implement distributive leadership (Riley, 2000)? Is it motivated by
stewardship that is articulated as service rather than control (Block, 1993)?
Many of these questions relate to views on leadership, the role of the principal and the
location of power in the relationships that define the working environment in schools. In
this study the use of collegiality is focussed specifically on the needs of principals to
support their learning and social/emotional development yet while much has been
written to guide thinking on collegiality it primarily relates to teachers’ learning.
Hossler (2000) posits that the need for collaboration and collegiality among school
administrators has rarely been studied or even acknowledged. Adopting the argument
that collegiality has had a positive impact on the learning of teachers she maintained
that ‘the implicit assumption appears to be either principals do not need the same kind
of collegial and collaborative relationships, or that the kinds of professional
relationships can be found and nurtured with teachers or their staffs’ (p. 2).
My search of the literature for a shared meaning of the concept of collegiality led to the
same conclusion: that much of the work in the field is associated with teachers and not
with school administrators. Also the term has become so diffused that clarity is difficult
to find. Campbell and Southworth (1992) describe collegiality as a ‘hazy and imprecise
notion’ (p.65) and Little (1990) calls it ‘conceptually amorphous and ideologically
sanguine’ (p.509). Ihara (1988) bemoans the fact that ‘the notion of collegiality has
become nebulous and ghostlike, being little understood and consequently having little
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impact’ (p. 56). There are, however, some commonalities in the literature, whether
associated with principals or not, the most significant being the regularity with which
educators placed a high value on the professional and the personal value of collegial
practices.
The following review depicts the underlying conditions of collegiality that permeate the
literature including support, sharing of concerns, trust, caring, professional and personal
dialogue, reflective problem solving, time allocated to learning and off-site peer group
arrangements. Associated with these themes, collegiality is regularly written about in
connection with structures such as teamwork and cooperative learning (Cooper & Boyd,
1994), networking (Connors, 2002) and communities of learners (Barth, 1991). It is also
identifiable in relation to other pragmatic concepts such as peer collaboration (Ponticell,
1995), peer coaching (Joyce & Showers, 1982) and communities of practice (Wenger,
1998). It is often used synonymously with collaboration (Andy Hargreaves, 1991;
Little, 1982) and as a contrivance (Andy Hargreaves, 1991; Smyth, 1991a). Collegiality
is sometimes seen as a communal emancipatory concept (Fielding, 1999) which utilises
peer learning (Dussault & Barnett, 1996), mentoring (Butcher & Prest, 1999) and action
research (Cardno & Piggot-Irvine, 1996; Kemmis & McTaggart, 1982; Oliver, 1980).
Overlap in meaning of collegiality
David Hargreaves (1994) and Fielding (1999) note that the meaning of collegiality has
become problematic, often being used with differing meanings but with assumed
consensus. It is used in the literature in conjunction with notions of collaboration,
cooperation and community. Most notably, collegiality and collaboration are used in the
literature interchangeably. Sometimes they are referred to as synonymous terms and
sometimes as distinct concepts. As what is being addressed in this research is the role of
collegiality in the professional development of principals it is important to know what
others mean by the term collegiality. A dictionary definition of collegiality as ‘power
shared equally between colleagues’ (Bloomsbury, 1999) provides a start. It implies an
interdependence, something organised and something held in common with people,
both in ideology of operation and in practice. Fielding (1999) describes it as ‘a mutually
positive attitude between fellow professionals; it is necessarily reciprocal and as such
cannot be sustained by only one of the parties involved’ (p.14). Cunningham and
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Gresso (1993) suggest that ‘collegiality is a closeness founded on caring for each other,
knowing each other, being interested in each other and wanting to be together’ (p.12).
De Lima (2001) provides a useful analysis of the various ways in which collegiality has
been discussed over time. In the following, he compares the work of David Hargreaves,
Hall and Wallace, and Hord to sharpen the meaning of collegiality and separate it from
the notions of collaboration and cooperation, which are often used widely as if they
were synonymous, understood and agreed upon.
Let us take some examples. Is collaboration cooperation, a form of
cooperation, or the opposite of cooperation? In most implicit conceptions
of collaboration in the literature, cooperation is regarded as a key
component of the concept of collaboration. However, for some,
collaboration is more than mere cooperation. For Hord (1986),
collaboration and cooperation are ‘distinctly different operational
processes’ (p.22). In cooperation, each individual’s actions may be
agreeable to the other, but they do not necessarily result in mutual
benefits (e.g., in a transaction, one individual may acquire what he or she
aimed for, while the other may be satisfied by a sense of having helped
the other altruistically). In collaboration, each individual participates
with his or her share in a common endeavour whose result benefits
everyone that is involved. Furthermore, the very result of the endeavour
would not have been possible without the input of both parties. In
cooperation, the individuals that agree to work together may have
separate and autonomous goals and programs. In collaboration,
responsibility for the process is shared and critical decisions are made
jointly.
Where does the term collegiality fit here? While Hall and Wallace (1993)
define collaboration as “a way of working where two or more people
combine their resources to achieve specific goals over a period of time”
(p. 103), they reserve the term collegiality for “collaboration between
equals” (p. 103). In their view, collaboration is distinct from cooperation (as in
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Hord, 1986) or co-ordination because it involves more commitment to
joint goals. But, importantly, “collaboration among some individuals or a
group may serve the purpose of competing or engaging in open hostilities
against others” (p. 105). Thus, collaboration does not necessarily go
along (or identify itself) with collegiality.
Commenting that it is unfortunate and potentially confusing that the
terms “collegial” and “collaborative” are used interchangeably, David
Hargreaves (1995) holds that:
“collaboration does not necessarily involve an institutional base to its
structure, but refers to a disposition towards, or the enactment of, a style
of relationship which may take place in a very wide range of structural
conditions – total strangers can collaborate in brief and transient
encounters, as when one helps an old lady across the road. Collegiality,
far from being a synonym of collaboration, invokes an institutional
structure – the collegium, or ‘organized society of persons performing
certain common functions’, in dictionary language.”(p. 32)
Thus, in David Hargreaves’ definition, collaboration may be equated
with what Hord (1986) calls cooperation. On the other hand, it is
regarded as something that is substantially very different from
collegiality. With such diverse understandings of the terminology, one
can easily ask – are cultures of collaboration (as they are widely called in
the literature) really collegial cultures at all’ (de Lima, 2001 p.99-100).
(Spacing of quotation within the quotation is from the original).
The connection between collaboration and collegiality.
Collaboration and collegiality in particular have been viewed variously by many
scholars, practitioners and researchers including, among others, Barth (1980; 1986;
1991; 2001; Barnett, (1985); Bruner, (1991); de Lima, (2001; 1998); Fielding, (1999);
Hargreaves, (1991); D. H. Hargreaves, (1995); Hord, (1986); Hossler, (2000);
Lieberman, (1990; 1995); Little, (1982); Ponticell, (1995); Schrage, (1990); WarrenLittle, (1999); Wood & Gray, (1991). Many use the notion of collaboration and
collegiality interchangeably. For example, after two decades of work on the importance
of developing collegiality, Hossler (2000) makes no distinction between the concepts of
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collegiality and collaboration and Schrage (1990) defines collaboration in a way that
could be associated with a collegial culture, referring to it as a process of shared
creation. Schrage (1990) elaborates on this as follows: ‘Two or more individuals with
complementary skills interacting to create a shared understanding that none had
previously possessed or could have come to on their own’ (p.40).
Schrage’s shared creation, expressed as the sharing of an understanding, does not
necessarily mean the sharing of the same goal. Most literature that defines collaboration
does so in relation to shared tasks or arriving at a compositely-produced outcome. In a
paper written for a US consortium of twenty-four national organizations whose shared
goal was to provide more responsive delivery of education and human services to
children and families, collaboration is defined by Charles Bruner (1991) as a shared
process to, ‘reach goals that cannot be achieved acting singly (or, at a minimum, cannot
be reached as efficiently). As a process, collaboration is a means to an end, not an end in
itself’ (p.6).
Bruner addresses Webster’s New World Dictionary definitions of collaboration of a) to
work together, especially in some literary, artistic, or scientific undertaking; and b) to
cooperate with an enemy invader, and concludes that:
many persons confronted with a mandate from above to collaborate may
indeed feel that the second definition is an appropriate one. In their view,
they are being asked to add another feature to their job description - either to
“do someone else’s job,” or, at a minimum, to do their job in a manner that
makes someone else’s work easier at the expense of their doing more.
(Bruner, 1991, p.7)
Bruner adds three elements to Webster’s definition that broaden collaboration in
operational terms: ‘jointly developing and agreeing to a set of common goals and
directions; sharing responsibility for obtaining those goals; and working together to
achieve those goals, using the expertise of each collaborator’ (p. 7).
Here Bruner’s elements of collaboration overlap with what Barth (1987) defines as
collegial. For Barth, collegial behaviours are cooperative and interdependent and
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associated with risks such as observation, communication, sharing and talking openly
about work. This has links with what Bruner calls the sharing of responsibility, which,
he says
requires consensus-building and may not be imposed hierarchically. It is
likely to be time-consuming, as collaborators must learn about each other’s
roles and responsibilities, as well as explain their own. Collaborators must
also acquire expertise in the process of group goal-setting and decisionsharing, which may not be part of their other work. Collaboration means
more than either communication or coordination. Communication can help
people do their jobs better by providing more complete information, but it
does not require any joint activity. Coordination involves joint activity, but
allows individuals to maintain their own sets of goals, expectations, and
responsibilities. In contrast, collaboration requires the creation of joint goals
to guide the collaborators’ actions. (p.8)
Fielding (1999) defines collegiality as a communal concept, and collaboration as a
‘plural form of individualism’ (p.6). When he delivered a keynote address in 1998 at the
AARE Conference in Adelaide, Australia, that critiqued the work of key researchers in
collegiality, Warren-Little and Andy Hargreaves, the ‘Australian Educational
Researcher’ printed the critique and invited Hargreaves, Warren-Little and others to
respond in a specific symposium entitled ‘Teacher professionalism - collaborative
and/or collegial work?’ Fielding (1999) acknowledges that Warren-Little’s work ‘broke
new ground’ (p.4) but he is irritated by her interchangeable use of collaboration and
collegiality and rejected the conflation of the two concepts on the premise that
collegiality is located within a communal framework of shared values and collective
democratic interests and therefore should not be conceptually linked with collaboration
which he describes ‘as a form of individualism because it is or could be rooted in selfinterest’ (p.6). In response, Warren-Little (1999), whose studies on collegiality in
teachers’ work are regularly cited as the seminal work in the field, acknowledged that
she and Andy Hargreaves ‘have probably used the terms collaboration and collegiality
interchangeably at some places in our writing’ (p.37). She adds that ‘pushed for greater
precision, I would certainly not maintain that these terms are conceptually
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equivalent…Collaborating is one expression of collegial relations, though not the only
one’ (p.37).
Jarzabkowski (2000) provides useful working definitions of both collegiality and
collaboration stating that although Warren-Little and Andy Hargreaves do not always
distinguish between collegiality and collaboration, ‘there is benefit in doing so since it
permits a greater understanding of the relationships which shape teacher’s working
lives’ (p.22). She goes on to define collegiality and collaboration in terms of her
Australian case study as follows:
Collegiality is used in its common English language meaning, as a
derivation of colleague, to describe teachers’ involvement with their peers
on any level be it intellectual, social and/or emotional. Collaboration …
takes its meaning again from common English usage to mean teachers
working in combination. In this way collaboration is a subset of collegiality,
as the former relates only to the professional activities conducted with peers
while the latter encompasses both professional and social interaction in the
workplace. (p. 22)
The connection between community and collegiality: aspects of practice
Barth’s (1987) notion of ecology implies relationships between the people in the school
and their environment. Barth calls this ‘community’. He sees community as an
empowered learning organism, a functioning system of interdependent parts whose
ecology depends upon reflective collegiality between children and adults together, as
lifelong learners. Sergiovanni (1994a) also saw a link between relationships and the
development of collegiality. He maintains that as community understandings are ‘taught
to new members, celebrated in customs and rituals, and embodied as standards that
govern life in the community’ (p.32) the metaphor in schools should not then be one of
an organisation but that of a community. This takes the emphasis from formal and
distant relationships to a sense of kinship, neighbourliness and collegiality. ‘In
communities, collegiality comes from within. Community members are connected to
each other because of felt interdependencies, mutual obligations and other emotional
and normative ties’ (p.31). Marlow et al. (2005) use the Hawaiian concept ‘Kuliana’ to
describe this essence of connectedness through relationships of accountability, caring,
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responsibility and advocacy, while Warren (2002) adopts the Greek word ‘Kiononia’ to
describe the underlying ties of community.
The concept of community is a feature of the writings in some religious communities.
For example, Warren’s (2002) use of kiononia, is interpreted by Christian communities
to define fellowship. It has parallels with Barth’s (1991) promotion of community and
collegiality. The fellowship between all the learners in the community, adult and child,
stimulates accomplishments. The implication in this approach is that genuine affection
gives energy for intellectual growth. Bhindi and Duignan (1997) would associate this
with the concept of authenticity, or Bennett (1998; 2000), from his perspective of the
covenantal university community would describe it as hospitality. Warren provides a set
of five rules or elements of fellowship that are required for the cultivation of
community. These include authenticity, mutuality, sympathy or empathy and mercy or
forgiveness. He sees community as built on candor, confidentiality, trust and regular
contact with the group that also assumes a shared purpose. In a stance similar to Barth’s
depiction of an ecology he maintains that true fellowship relies on ‘giving up of selfcentredness and independence in order to become interdependent’ (p.151).
The association of concepts like kuliana and kiononia with community, collaboration
and collegiality resonate with other literature from outside of the education field. For
example in outlining a new theory of practical action for rebuilding teacher
professionalism in the United States, McLaughin (1997) cites Lave and Wenger’s (Lave
& Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998; Wenger, McDermott & Snyder, 2002) work on
communities of practice theory. This theory was developed at the Institute for Research
on Learning at the University of Pittsburg using anthropological insights into the
informal and unstructured practices of groups in organisations. It highlights the concept
of participation as ‘the encompassing process of being active in the practices of social
communities and of constructing identities in relation to these communities’ (Wenger,
1998, p.4). McLaughlin (1997) acknowledges that a new professionalism for teachers
rests on ‘this emergent perspective, which, ties professional development directly to
teacher’s work and to teachers’ professional communities…recogniz(ing) the dynamic
nature of practice…’ (p.89). Warren-Little (1999) mentions the major developments of
the 1990s that centre on the nature of professional community informed in part by
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notions of ‘communities of practice’ (Wenger, 1998)… that have concentrated on
establishing the significance of teaching context to the form and substance of collegial
relations (Warren-Little, 1999). In the Fifth Discipline Handbook (Senge, CameronMcCabe, Lucas, Smith, Dutton & Kleiner, 2000), Kleiner further describes Wenger’s
communities of practice theory as the operation of ‘organizations which tend to conduct
their work less through a hierarchical chain of command and more through informal
networks of people who pass on messages and values in thousands of subtle, small ways
throughout the day.’ (p.360). Other contributors to this handbook, Senge, CameronMcCabe et al. believe the concept of community is ‘not a place defined by boundaries
but by the sharing of life. We would like to think that a community that learns carries
forth that tradition’ (Senge et al., 2000, p.461).
In Fielding’s (1999) proposal of what he calls radical collegiality, the concept of
community is an underpinning premise. Collegiality is located in a framework and
culture of communal work for a transformative democratic ideal. He suggests that
‘reciprocity of learning forms a central part of a radical collegial ideal which animates a
responsive and responsible professionalism appropriate to and supportive of an
increasingly authentic democracy’ (p.28).
In Warren-Little’s (1982) study of the norms of collegiality in the work lives of
teachers she identifies seven dimensions of interaction and links these to adaptable,
successful schools. One of these dimensions is reciprocity, which resonates with the
aforementioned ideas of authenticity, hospitality and mutuality. She describes
reciprocity as follows:
In part, reciprocity means an equality of effort by the parties involved. In
part, reciprocity means equal humility in the face of the complexity of the
task, and of the limits of one’s own understanding. But crucially, reciprocity
means deference, a manner of acting and speaking which demonstrates an
understanding that an evaluation of one’s practices is very near to an
evaluation of one’s competence, and which demonstrates great care in
distinguishing the two and focusing on the first. (p.335)
Professional debate on the underlying premise guiding studies of collegiality
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Despite the seemingly intellectual synergy between Warren-Little’s and Fielding’s
notions of reciprocity, very different approaches are outlined by both researchers. This
is apparent in the aforementioned 1999 ‘Australian Educational Researcher’ symposium
where Warren-Little and Andy Hargreaves respond to Fielding’s critique of their work.
Blackmore (1999) describes the debate between these key academics, as ‘productive
and powerful if not confrontational...’ (p.i). For example, Andy Hargreaves (1999) calls
Fielding’s critique ‘disputatious rather than developmental’ (p.46) and highlights an
irony in the tenor of the debate (that could be described as not walking the talk of
collegiality). He claims that Fielding subscribes to a cultural norm of academic
collegium that perpetuates a non-collegial, deficit approach, which Fielding uses to
dismiss his and Warren-Little’s work. Fielding (1999) describes Warren-Little’s work
as ‘thought provoking and insightful’ (p.3) yet also ‘conceptually unstable and
insufficiently probing’ (p.2). Warren-Little describes Fielding’s notions of community
and his corresponding ideas of collegiality as ‘appealing but unpersuasive’ (p.36).
Similarly, Fielding describes Andy Hargreaves’ (1991) micro-political perspective on
collaboration and contrived collegiality as a ‘strikingly original, bold intervention in the
debate’ (Fielding, 1999, p.2). He also proclaims it to be ‘poorer and less powerful than
it might otherwise have been’ (p.9) had he not dismissed the concept of r e a l
collegiality. He maintains that Andy Hargreaves’ work ‘ignore(s) a whole series of
questions about the substantive nature of collegiality’ (p.13). Hargreaves’ response to
this is that:
searching for true collegiality is a demonstrably futile exercise. So too is any
quest to define an exact nomenclature of collective work - be this as
collaboration, collegiality or community - that will solicit wide and
uncontested agreement. What matters rather, is that we support and develop
collective work practices that are formal and informal, emotional and
intellectual as well as driven by a moral purpose grounded in teaching and
learning issues. (Hargreaves, 1999, p.50)
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Warren-Little interprets the fundamental issue of Fielding’s critique to be ‘whether one
takes the individual or the community as the root condition or organising principle
associated with the term collegiality’(Warren-Little, 1999, p.36). She describes his
ontological premise as communitarian, based on ‘personal outrage against reductionist,
technical-rational views of teaching and teachers that typify the managerial excesses of
contemporary school policy and politics’ (pp.35-36).
Fielding (1999) commends Ihara’s work as being ‘attentive to the complexities and
subtleties of collegiality’ (p.15) and cites Ihara’s (1988) description of collegiality as
associated with shared values and goals. In Ihara’s words it is ‘common values and
objectives (that) provide the basis of mutual support and cooperation with colleagues
because, given those commitments, supporting and cooperating with colleagues is one
way of furthering the aims to which one is committed’ (p.59). Ironically, this is what
Andy Hargreaves charges Fielding with not displaying in the tenor of his commentary.
As Blackmore (1999) notes in her editorial, this debate provides ‘some interesting
starting points for a dialogue which could be more collegial and collaborative’ (p.ii) yet
despite its adversarial tone ‘the symposium points to the significance of relationships
between research and professional practice, between researchers and practitioners’
(p.ii). Of particular interest to this study is the tension between the premise held by
Fielding that there can be an ideal type of collegiality and that held by Warren-Little
and Andy Hargreaves that suggests ‘there is no ideal circumstance in which collegial
relations are fully fulfilled’ (Blackmore, 1999, p.ii). This debate will regularly inform
my interpretation of participant data as I seek guidance on the way in which the
practitioners in this case study constructed their meaning of collegiality and describe the
place that cooperation, collaboration and community played in their identification of
collegial conditions.
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2.3.2 Practices Incorporated in Collegial Learning Designs
Literature on designs for collegial learning includes descriptions of school-based adult
learning processes as well as externally provided in-service activities and courses for
teachers, principals and consultants. These may refer to designs that are delivered to
individuals, role-alike groups or members of a total school community. Again, much
that has been written in relation to professional development and collegiality in
education is focussed on the teacher and the following review of the literature also
reflects this imbalance. The inclusion of material on both teachers and principals is
based on the assumption that there are correlations between the two foci. As Barnett and
Mueller (1989) note, ‘although most of the literature on staff development is based on
teacher in-service training, designers of principal training programs are being
encouraged to incorporate similar instructional and motivational strategies’ (p.560).
As I selected the literature on the various designs that operated in the 1970s, 1980s and
beyond I considered the underlying questions: what conditions contribute to the
establishment of collegiality and which conditions are most effective in building a
collegial community? This review of literature has been filtered through the
understanding that there was lack of clarity and agreement in the use of such terms as
collegiality and collaboration and cooperation.
From the perspective of both teachers and principals there are testimonies which claim
that learning designs, based on collegial support, led to personal, professional and
school improvement (for example, Boyd, 1995;. Curry & Groundwater-Smith, 1998;
Paquette, M. 1987; Simpson, 1993). The influence of Joyce and Showers (1980, 1982;
Showers, 1985) on collaboratively undertaking deep, reflective self-examination of
practice cannot be overstated. Their development of the coaching concept as a collegial
activity for improving practice was adopted in many schools in the 1980s and continues
to be one of many strategies used in designs for collegial learning (NSW Department of
Education and Training, 2004b). Current NSWDET draft proposals for leadership
learning recommend the use of strategies such as coaching, mentoring and facilitated
questioning (NSW Department of Education and Training, 2005).
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Coaching
Coaching appeared to provide conditions that school personnel and academics alike
called collegial. This is evident in the contributions to a special issue of ‘Educational
Leadership’, (Anastos & Ancowitz, 1987; Brandt, 1987; Garmston, 1987; Gibble &
Lawrence, 1987; Mohlman & Bruder, 1987; Neubert & Bratton, 1987).The thrust of
such literature can be summed up by this quote from Anastos and Ancowitz (1987)
from their New York Central School experience in a type of action research undertaken
through videotaping, self-analysis and coaching:
The collegial interaction process assists teachers in their professional
development by giving them the opportunity to learn new teaching models
and deepen their knowledge of teaching behaviours. Peer observation is an
important tool and the videotaping can be invaluable for self-analysis.
Perhaps even more important though, teachers experienced a new
appreciation and respect for their peers. The social and intellectual
stimulation from peers enhanced self-esteem and generated positive feelings
about the teaching profession. (p.42)
Garmston (1987) identifies three types of peer coaching, which he defines as technical,
collegial and challenge coaching and as suitable for different training purposes.
Technical coaching he attributes to Joyce and Showers and describes as involving the
practice of new strategies, using them more effectively, retaining knowledge about them
for longer periods, teaching them and understanding their purposes more clearly.
Garmston maintains that teachers sometimes found the evaluative function of technical
coaching tended to inhibit collegiality, noting: ‘there is a tendency for teachers to give
each other advice or constructive criticism’ (p.19). This differs from collegial coaching
which concentrates on areas the observed teacher wishes to learn more about. The coach
gathers the data and together they analyse and interpret it. Where technical coaches
make judgments, collegial coaches help the observed to make their own judgments.
Collegial coaching employs a cognitive strategy designed to encourage those observed
to hone their thinking processes and perceptions. It is not intended to be evaluative but
facilitative. According to Garmston (p.21), ‘Collegial coaching creates an open
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professional dialogue and helps teachers feel ‘efficacious’, a quality the Rand
corporation found in the ’70s to be the variable most significantly related to successful
schools’. Garmston maintains that the third type of coaching, ‘challenge coaching’,
which can help teams resolve persistent problems, often develops from the climate
established by collegial conditions. He notes that:
the model assumes that team problem-solving efforts…can produce
insightful practical improvements. Since trust, collegiality and norms
supporting problem solving in professional dialogue are prerequisite
conditions, challenge coaching often evolves from other coaching
approaches? (p.21)
Action research and reflection
The peer support designs described above as coaching have an overlap with action
research, which featured as a collegial emphasis in professional development designs in
the 1970s and 1980s and beyond. The theory of society proposed by Habermas (1974)
was influential at this time. Habermas’ theory of social learning was applied to practice
in the Australian schools context as a framework for action research, (Kemmis 1980;
Grundy and Kemmis, 1981; and Carr and Kemmis, 1983). The emphasis was on making
decisions and taking actions that would improve both teaching practice and
understanding of practice. Evans (1980) demonstrates that the practical strategies of
Kemmis et al., with the underpinning theory of Habermas, provide a methodology and a
philosophy that allow participants in groups to collaborate. Action research focussed on
problem solving, group decision-making (Schmuck & Nelson, 1972; Snyder & Giella,
1987), reflection and change.
Models promoted in Australia (Carr & Kemmis, 1983; Grundy & Kemmis, 1981;
Kemmis, 1980; Kemmis & McTaggart, 1982) utilised action research as a process of
professional development as well as a means of inquiry, assuming that what happens in
schools is observable and able to be translated into improvements. While action
research does not require coaching or collegiality it implies some form of learning
collaboration with a peer, be it in dyad, triad or group, ‘where the stress is placed on the
interpersonal or the intra-personal’ (Benjamin, 1978, p.8).
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Stevens (1986), an elementary principal in the US refers to a trend for action research
in the 1980s noting that, ‘classroom teachers and principals have been given an
increasingly active role in identifying specific problems to be studied, generating and
analysing data, reflecting on the results, and proposing directions for school
improvement’ (p.203). Oliver (1980), an academic who promoted the use of action
research for in-service training in America, described action research as, ‘a valid and
valuable tool that teachers, administrators, and support personnel can use to translate
educational goals into specific methods for achieving them’ (p.394).
In Australia, the reports of the Commonwealth Schools Commission (1975, 1978)
recommended active reflection with particular reference to collaborative problem
solving between the participants at the school site. Such forms of reflective action were
promoted to schools by Deakin University through the ‘Action Research Planner’
(Kemmis & McTaggart, 1982), which schools could adopt as a practical way of
achieving group decision-making and commitment to school-based curriculum
development. Kemmis and Taggart expounded the earlier theory of social psychologist
Kurt Lewin (1946) and promoted a deliberate overlapping of action and reflection to
allow the people involved in the action to learn from their own experiences.
The need for reflecting on practice underpinned the work of Kemmis (1980), Grundy
and Kemmis (1981) and Carr and Kemmis (1983) and while such strategies had an
impact on in-service designs (Cameron, 1980) reflective, collaborative, action research
in Australian schools also influenced the training of consultants to assist schools in their
site-based in-service (Cameron, 1982). For example, Cameron et al. (1984c) found that
‘the school’s capacity to effect planned change can be enhanced by… regular contact
with consultants who have been specifically trained in organisation and group
development techniques (p.1).
A specific direction taken by the NSWDE as reported by Carey (1981) and Cameron
(1982) was to train consultants to work in school-based programs using the conceptual
framework of reflective practice for school based action research. The most common
framework used in NSW for this type of support to schools was to train already
effective educational practitioners to become consultants.
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Consultancy
The role of a consultant in collegial learning designs, which focus on reflective action
research for problem solving, is particularly pertinent to this case. As consultants were
incorporated in the PDP collegial course to act as facilitators and researchers for
collegial groups it is important to know how the literature describes consultancy as it
was practised and perceived as a support for collegial learning designs.
Cameron (1980) devised a methodology for training NSWDE consultants that was also
utilised in the design of the PDP. It was similar to that promoted by Lippit and Lippit
(1978) who in turn built on the early work of Schein (1969). Each saw consultancy as
providing a specialist collaborative role which both Schein and Lippet and Lippit called
‘process consultation’ (Lippitt & Lippitt, 1978, p.39). This emphasised jointly
diagnosing events occurring in the work environment, and then transferring the skills
for further diagnosis to the site-based problem solver/s. Of particular interest to this
study is the role of observer/reflector described as follows by Lippit and Lippit. It has
much in common with Garmston’s (1987) description of collegial coaching which was
intended to be facilitative not evaluative.
The consultant’s major focus is on the interpersonal and intergroup
dynamics affecting the problem–solving process…The process
consultant directly observes people in action…The process consultant
must be able to diagnose who and what is hindering organisational
effectiveness…The objective role of reflector/observer is a series of
consultant activities directed at stimulating the client towards some
insights into growth, a discovery of better methods may look at long
range change and greater independence. This is the most non-directive
consulting approach, the consultant communicates none of his (sic) own
beliefs and ideas to the client and is not responsible for the work or the
outcome. The client is responsible for the direction chosen and reaches
decisions by himself (sic). When operating as a reflector the consultant
asks reflective questions that help the client to clarify and confront the
problems and to make decisions. The consultant may also paraphrase, probe and
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be empathetic, experiencing with his client the blocks that initially
provoke the problem. In this role, the consultant finds himself being a
philosopher - taking a long-range view. The actions that take place in this
role …requires some trade offs…on one side, the consultant’s
commitment of time and flexibility, and on the other side, the client’s
acceptance and trust of the consultant…When performing the
reflector/observer role, the consultant must continue the role until the
client reaches a decision. (Lippitt & Lippitt, 1978, pp.39-41)
The relationship between trainers and learners: Ownership of the learning
The notion of power in the relationship between the learners and the implementers of
the learning process has some connections with the acceptance and ownership of the
learning design. In such relationships Miles (1973) maintains that facilitation is
paramount, with the trainer acting as a guide.
(The trainer)… is not precisely a member of the group – yet he (sic) must
retain some membership in the group or his efforts will be fruitless. He is
certainly not a leader or a discussion chairman – yet his acts do influence
the group in moving towards shared goals. Basically, the trainer facilitates
and guides learning (p.205).
Miles (1973) sees the following norms as essential conditions for a trainer to cultivate
within groups:
•

People are important;

•

It’s safe to try things out here;

•

Feelings are important;

•

Things are not taken personally;

•

We learn from doing things and analyzing them;

•

What’s happening here and now is the important thing;

•

We plan together. (pp.207-208)

In considering the nature of the power relationship between learning facilitators and
learners, it is pertinent to note that personnel who promote learning for others may
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have various agendas. These could include for example, motives such as altruistic
information sharing, supervision or personal research interests. In the consultancy
example, Lippet and Lippet (1978) identify some particular functions that could be
operating. These include the role of:
•

Advocate

•

Information specialist

•

Trainer/educator

•

Joint problem solver

•

Identifyer of alternatives and linker to resources

•

Fact finder

•

Process counsellor

•

Objective observer/reflector. (pp.30-41)

There are examples in the literature of these specific or multiple roles operating between
in-school personnel and others to improve practice. Some include interactions with
university researchers (Ponticell, 1995; Stevens, 1986), district administrators
(O’Callaghan, 1987), school-based peers or cadre trainers (Leggett & Hoyle, 1987;
Neubert & Bratton, 1987), system designated consultants (Cameron, 1980; Duignan,
1985) and principals (LaPlant, 1986; Snyder & Giella, 1987). How the learner perceives
the consultant or facilitator role in their reflective learning is an important factor to
understand when considering if particular learning designs contribute to collegiality and
collegial learning communities.
Both practitioners and theorists address the issue of who owns and defines the
collaborative professional learning process. Barth (1987), for example, provides a
cautionary note from his perspective as a former principal and as a senior lecturer at
Harvard University. He, like Shulman (1986) and Donaldson (1991), who promote the
wisdom of practice, encourages school practitioners to own their learning agendas and
recognise the value of their craft knowledge (Barth, 1980) noting that ‘professional
journals and research agendas have been dominated by university voices and too often
conversations between university and school people are university dominated’ (Barth,
1986, p.158).
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Stevens (1986), an elementary principal in Ohio, USA, provides a positive example of
joint ownership of collaborative practice with a university researcher whom he
considers to be a peer. Outlining the contribution of collaborative action research to his
learning and growth he promoted it as an effective strategy for principal in-service
design. He indicated that, ‘the peer collaboration had shown how my managerial role as
a principal affected instructional and curricular practices. This was an indirect process
influenced largely by changes in school climate that resulted from my behaviour as
principal’ (p.205). Similarly teachers in a high school in Chicago, USA, developed a
professional growth project in conjunction with a researcher from the University of
Illinois that incorporated videotaping, self-analysis and collegial coaching. Teachers
indicated that they found the collaborations ‘to be both respectful and non evaluative’
(Ponticell, 1995, p.16).
Oliver (1980) provides a university perspective on a collaborative adult learning design.
He describes the Far West Laboratory interactive model, which was developed at the
University of Texas, as a process of continuing professional development at the school
site where the basic premise of action research is ‘formal research, tempered by
practical, onsite experience’ (p.394). He, like Tikunoff and Ward (1979), sees the
concept ‘as a laboratory for solving educational problems’ (Oliver, 1980, p.395) and as
‘the key to improving educational performance’ (p.394).
The Keystone project (Leggett & Hoyle, 1987) also uses the lab school concept, but
concentrates on training for action rather than on reporting the findings. In this project
the designers trained school personnel to use coaching techniques and assume roles of
cadres or demonstrators in their lab schools. Teachers were trained to create conditions
of collegiality and experimentation and engage in the critical practices of change and
adaptability as described in Warren-Little’s (1981) research. Underpinning what was
called colleagueship, Leggett (1987) maintains that ‘collegiality does not just happen, it
must be nurtured and developed’ (p.59).
Whether such programs modelled the conditions of equality between peers is not clear
in the literature. It seems safe to assume that some expert/novice relationships, more in
keeping with mentoring, may have been operating in some of these designs. Davies et
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al. (1990) provide a management perspective on how collegiality can be based on
power. They describe the senior management team in a school as an example of limited
collegiality, saying:
The team would do what the individual could no longer do because the
organisation was becoming too large and/or too complex. Collegiality in this
form is still predicated upon the idea of control over the organisation…The
purpose of course is to get things done; but what are these things and who
decides?… Genuine collegiality is something essentially different. (p.9)
In another example, Booth (1984) conducted an ethnographic evaluation of a stafflearning program in a NSWDE primary school where collaboration was an operational
norm. Booth found that energy for change was identified across the staff, even though
the principal and executive had the bulk of initiating and controlling power. Teachers in
this example maintained some ownership of the initiatives by negotiating the pace and
direction of change through their informal school networks. When principals are the
initiators of adult learning Barth counsels that they must ‘set general directions and
create environments, structures, and school cultures that enable teachers to discover
their own skills and talents… (stating that) a top down model is too unwieldy, too
infantilising, and too unprofessional… It must be… enabling not controlling…
principals and teachers working together can create an ecology of reflection, growth and
professionalism’ (pp. 269-270). Where the intent of improvement programs is perceived
to be manipulative for supervisory purposes (Hargreaves, 1991), the learner may not
feel ownership and may avoid or subvert the process. As Nias (1989) found, teachers
value collegial approaches but they can also uses them to resist mandated reforms from
central authorities.
Residentials (professional retreats) and transferability of off site learning to the school
Early analysis of my own participants’ data indicates that they tended to refer to the
PDP residential as significant, seeing it as the course, not just a part of a total program. I
therefore sought some direction from the literature on the practice of incorporating livein learning experiences in collegial learning designs and how the off-site learning was
transferred to the work place.
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Residentials were a feature of NSWDE in-service courses well before the Department
considered the use of collegial peer-groups in the 1980s to consolidate adult learning.
There had been some debate in the 1970s as to the cost of incorporating residentials into
NSWDE course designs. When Langshaw (1979) found that non-residentials were
23.6% cheaper to run she suggested that highly structured courses could be just as
effective if delivered in non-residential settings. Earlier again, Sharpe (1976) looked at
the educational benefits of residentials. He sought to determine the transferability of any
lasting effect of attitude change in principals who undertook NSWDE residential
courses. His findings showed that participants had achieved a change in attitude during
involvement in the courses but that a regression in these attitudes occurred after
principals had returned to their schools. On the basis of these studies and other course
evaluation data (Carey, 1977), long residentials in general were down-sized for most
NSWDE courses from the late 1970s until the mid 1980s. Long residential components
were again included in specific NSWDE courses of the mid 1980s after Duignan’s
(1984) study highlighted the professional development needs of school principals. The
new strategy undertaken to avoid the loss of transferability to the school as noted by
Sharpe (1976) was the inclusion of ongoing follow up by consultants (Cameron, 1983)
and collegial group support after attendance at retreats (Harrison, 1983).
The question of how individual growth continued and was also transferred into
communal growth for school improvement was an issue that surfaced in much of the
professional development literature from the 1970s, 1980s and into the 1990s. Rogers
(1970) believed that learning in the group experience tended to carry over temporarily
or permanently into the relationship with others following the group experience.
Bazeley (1989) found contrary evidence. In an unpublished report for the NSWDE on
their provision of four different collegial support courses, including the PDP, she found
that participants placed more emphasis on their own professional growth than on the
direct application of that growth. She argued that, ‘while those involved appreciated the
sharing of ideas, problems and solutions in their groups and were stimulated to grow
professionally through their courses, there is some question remaining about how
effective the experience was in producing changes back within the school setting of the
participants’ (p.23). She maintained that, ‘if the stated aim was that collegiality involves
the development of ‘applied’ professionalism within the context of a trusted peer
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group, supported by reflective facilitation…(it) may be seen as a statement of the ideal
rather more than of reality’ (p.11). Another researcher in the US with the name Sharp
(1983) was cited by LaPlant (1987) as also having found that, little carry over to on-thejob behaviours of participants occurred in models provided by collegial support groups.
In relation to this issue, Duignan (1985) recommended building evaluation procedures
into the PDP program stating that, ‘pre-and post-test measures should be included in
such evaluations to help determine the effect of programs on participants’ work
behaviours’ (p.55).
Searching for understanding of transference of learning into the school after residential
collegial group courses raises questions about what would indicate such transference.
Assumedly the goal of transference would be the ongoing learning of the participant and
the rest of the school. Warren-Little’s (1982) norms of collegiality provide a valuable
starting point as to what might constitute evidence of transference of collegial learning.
She observed that where participation in shared professional discourse, mutual
observation and critique, shared planning and shared learning were the norm in schools,
‘continuous professional development appear(ed) to be most surely and thoroughly
achieved’ (p.331). There is evidence in the literature of such outcomes occurring after
participants have attended retreats which counters the findings of Bazeley (1989) and
Sharp (1983). For example, O’Callahan’s (1987) description of a residential leadership
course conducted by the South Australian Centre for Catholic Studies in the 1980s
emphasises that participants ‘valued the contribution of peers; a practice which not only
increased the confidence and status of the practitioners generally, but promoted interschool visitations within the program as a form of professional awareness.’ (p. 45).
Assumedly that would mean that Warren-Little’s norms of professional discourse,
mutual observation and shared learning, had transferred, if not to the rest of the school,
at least to the principal’s ongoing learning. It could also leave the way open for the
other norm of shared planning.
Ponticell’s (1995) findings also support the consistently positive message given by
participants who experienced opportunities for withdrawal from school for intensive
interactions with their peers. In relation to a learning project designed by a group of
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teachers in Chicago, the residential stimulated the norms of collegiality, which were
manifested at the school site as ongoing professional learning. Ponticell found that:
The retreat provided teachers with an opportunity to talk seriously and
substantively about teaching and built initial collegial learning relationships.
Teachers commented that the retreat renewed their interest in what was new,
focused their direction on self-directed examination and improvement of
teaching practice and built value for collaboration and intellectual
discussion about teaching. After the retreat the teachers read current
research literature together and talked about effective teaching practices.
They also read research and best practice articles about professional options
aimed at peer collaboration… Structured interaction with peers changed the
professional relationship among these teachers. Professional isolation was
broken… Teachers perceived a free flow of ideas among them and a nonjudgmental response to ideas. (p.15)
Fostering collegial attitudes and behaviours
Campbell and Southworth (1990) ask ‘what conditions facilitate collegiality, is it forcefed or can it occur naturally?’ (p.8). Rogers (1970), Rogers & Rogers-Agarwala (1976)
and Schmuck and Schmuck (1974) share a basic assumption that ‘contemporary people
cannot communicate meaningfully unless they have learned to do so’ (p.75). This raises
the question of whether people are naturally collegial in their communications or
whether they are taught collegial attitudes and behaviours. Nias (1989) concludes that
collegiality comes from ‘a set of social moral beliefs about desirable relationships…not
from beliefs about epistemology or practice’ (p. 73). Much appears to be associated
with the attitude of mind held by the actors about the interpersonal activity of collegial
collaboration. Andy Hargreaves (1999) clearly believes that collegial cultures are
‘underpinned by informal and emotional elements’ (p.51).
There are frequent references in the literature to the need for non-judgmental attitudes
and behaviours as a pre requisite for collegiality (Glatthorn, 1987; Goldsberry, 1986;
Mohlman & Bruder, 1987; Wildman & Niles, 1987). Many reports maintain that
collegiality cannot be imposed or will be contrived (A. Hargreaves, 1994) unless the
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participants ‘find it enjoyable and rewarding (and part of what happens) in a cohesive
and caring group’ (Jarzabkowski, 2000, p.34). Grimmett (1990a) posits that collegiality
will not develop in a supervisory climate. Charles Bruner’s (1991) view is that
collaboration cannot be imposed autocratically. This is supported by Wildman and Niles
(1987) who argue that ‘collaboration naturally complements autonomy. Freedom to
direct one’s own learning is a vital aspect of collaboration… And it is teachers who
must decide on the specifics of their collaboration’ (p.8). Yet when Brady (1996)
outlines his methodology for principals’ peer–assistance training, his design calls for
observing behaviour in the school not unlike the traditional supervisory model required
by pre 1987 school inspectors. For example, Brady says:
Although principals were to observe each other experiencing normal school
routines, observed principals were encouraged to organise a full staff
meeting, school assembly or executive meeting on the day their partners
visited, to increase the scope of observable leadership and management
behaviours. Observed principals were also requested to make available
strategic and management plans, and any other relevant documentation for
perusal during quieter periods. (p.57)
Brady argues that this experience was non-threatening and confidential, and that it also
demonstrates a collegial model to other staff. Wildman and Niles argue that, ‘control of
collegiality, whether externally or hierarchically is antithetical to the basic concept.
Professionals cannot be forced to be collegial’ (Wildman & Niles, 1987, p.8).
There appears to be an underlying assumption in the literature that certain conditions
can be provided in organisational culture and in learning designs that will foster the
development of collegial behaviour. Kochan (2002) for example, identifies four
dimensions of mentoring that might be useful to consider in relation to collegial
attitudes and behaviour. These are associated with System, Structure, Support and
Human dimensions. (pp.270-271) and are described as follows:
•

System - connected to organisational goals;

•

Structures - engage in planning and continuous assessment; prepare
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mentors and mentees for their roles; and provide human and
financial resources to implement and coordinate the program;
•

Support Systems - assure there is program coordination; guide the
pairing and functioning of mentoring relationships; and provide
incentives and recognition to those participating in mentoring;

•

Human Dimension - Create a relationship – commitment, caring,
collegiality, reflection, mutual respect and growth. (pp.271-272)

The human dimension which creates the behaviours and attitudes that Kochan (2002)
listed as ‘commitment, caring, collegiality, reflection, mutual respect and growth’ may
also be in tension with the indicators of Kochan’s other dimensions; those of
‘organisational goals’, ‘continuous assessment’ and the method by which peers are
paired or grouped. Further examples from practitioners add to the weight of opinion that
it is undesirable to link supervisory or accountability factors with collegial learning in
the school (Anastos & Ancowitz, 1987; Neubert & Bratton, 1987). Schmuck and Nelson
(1972) were aware of this conflict in relation to the principal’s responsibility for staff
development. Predating Goleman’s (1995; 2002) emotional intelligence literature by
decades, Schmuck and Nelson (1972) promoted the ideal of principals being attuned to
their teachers’ feelings and values and informed about their informal relationships. They
believed principals must be trained to be collaborative facilitators instead of the boss.
They emphasised trust building, authenticity and genuineness in the behaviour of the
principal maintaining that principals have not been trained to work collaboratively with
adult professionals but in fact have been trained to take positions of high control and to
direct single-handedly the activities of the staff. This corresponds with Cameron’s
(1984a; 1984c) view which argues for a flatter model of school organisation where
principals concentrate not on supervision, but on the group processes to allow the
school to undertake more democratic decision-making through shared problem-solving.
It is interesting to note that Schmuck and Nelson’s (1972) work was used as an
underpinning for the PDP, reprinted in part, as prerequisite reading for course
participants. The section selected from their work emphasised that the principal’s
informal relationships with teachers can lead to schools in which there is an ‘open
climate, high esprit and high trust’ (NSW Department of Education Professional
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Development of Principals Program, 1987c, p.2). The following quote from the
Schmuck and Nelson (1972) abstract was discussed in the first module of the PDP to set
the philosophical platform of the course (NSW Department of Education Professional
Development of Principals Program, 1987b, p.1).
At issue for the principal are the operational and behavioural implications of
the concept of collaboration for problem-solving. These are minimally, the
willingness to engage on a level of mutual influence and the willingness to
expose vested interests, and an active concern for organizational goals. In
other words, though behavioural skills are very important, the attitudinal
correlates of these skills are critical. At the very least, this new role of the
principal must include the sincere willingness to share power.(Schmuck &
Nelson, 1972, p.4)
These attitudes and behaviours resonate with the more recent theory of emotional
intelligence as it applies to educational leadership. Goleman et al. (2002) describe the
role that leaders perform in order to instil positive energy into a group, and positively
free the best in people. They maintain that:
the primal job of leadership is emotional. When leaders act as the emotional
guide for a group using the most significant and basic of competencies of
self awareness, self management, social awareness, relationship
management, (which include conditions like, humour, transparency,
optimism, empathy, caring, tolerance, collaboration to name a few) they
perform a primordial task essential to the success of the group. Leaders who
are emotionally intelligent are attuned to relationships and can foster
creative innovations. As the leader’s emotions are contagious they are
capable of driving the collective emotions of the group into a positive or
negative direction. When a leader’s negative emotions undermine the
emotional foundations that allow others to shine this is referred to as
dissonance. Conversely the notion of resonance is when leaders drive
emotions positively. (pp.1-6, 253-256)
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The emotional dimension of people’s willingness to learn and improve their practice
using collegial support is regularly associated with terms like trust, passion and hope.
Tschannen-Moran (2001) argues that collaboration and trust ‘are reciprocal processes
that depend upon and foster one another’ (p.315). There is a link here with the way
Andy Hargreaves and Fullan (1998) and Andy Hargreaves and Fink (2000) describe
deep learning as a cultural and emotional process. They explore the idea of going
deeper in terms of hard thinking about the fundamental value and purpose of what
educators do. Like many of the practitioners who acknowledge the emotional aspects of
collaboratively examining their practice (Marnik, 1993; Seymour, 1993), Hargreaves
and Fullan (1998) argue that ‘going deeper means staying optimistic and hanging onto
hope, even in the most difficult circumstances’ (p.30).
Collegial attitudes and behaviours have also been measured by the authenticity of their
expression (Duignan & Bhindi, 1997; Duignan, 2002; Tschannen-Moran, 2001).
Tschannen-Moran (2001) describes the characteristics of this authenticity as:
an acceptance of responsibility for one’s actions and avoiding distorting the
truth in order to shift blame to another… Fostering an atmosphere of trust
pays significant dividends for schools. Improved effectiveness,
communication, organizational citizenship and student achievements are
worthy ends… Although collaborative practices are increasingly called for
as part of reform efforts in schools, these processes will not come about in
an authentic form if the people involved do not trust each other. (p.314)
Roberts (1988) found in her study of the collegiality among twelve elementary
principals that:
The strength, intensity and durability of principal’s collegial relationships
relate directly to their willingness and capacity to recognize, externalise and
communicate their underlying assumptions about such crucial factors as
trust, respect, reciprocity/mutuality of benefit, and confidentiality. (p.341)
When Schmuck and Nelson (1972) promote attitudes that encourage an open climate,
high esprit and high trust in schools and Cunningham and Gresso (1993) suggest that
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collegial behaviour is characterised by ‘caring for each other, knowing each other, being
interested in each other and wanting to be together’ (p.99), the impression is one of
harmony. Fullan (1993) counters that impression stating that ‘conflict and disagreement
are part and parcel of all productive change processes’ (pp.82-93). To elaborate on this
point, he quotes Schrage (1990) as follows:
One of the most persistent myths about collaboration is that it requires
consensus. This is emphatically not so. Collaborators constantly bicker and
argue. For the most part the arguments are depersonalized and focus on
genuine areas of disagreement. (p.159)
2.3.3 Specific Collaborative or Collegial-based Professional Development Designs
The practices outlined above featured variously in some of the major models of courses
and professional development activities throughout the 1970s, 1980s and beyond. The
following selection from the literature highlight some specific designs.
Concerns Based Adoption Model (CBAM)
There were various mixtures of action research and training that influenced later designs
for collegial learning in the 1970s and 1980s. One input known as the Concerns Based
Approach to Curriculum Change (Hall, 1979; Hall, Wallace & Dossett, 1973) was used
in the NSWDE Executive Development Courses (known as Stage Courses) (Carey,
1976) and also in the collegial based PDP Course (NSW Department of Education
Professional Development of Principals Program, 1987d). This was a collaborative
model and as the name suggests, adopted a change approach. Loucks and Pratt (1979)
described the model as it was used in the Colorado Public School district saying it
‘brought two worlds together; researchers and their model, (suggesting more effective
ways to implement change) and practitioners in search of those better ways’ (p.213).
The version of the model, known as the Concerns Based Adoption Model (CBAM)
identified collaboration as one of the stages of concern in any innovation. This was
stated in terms of ‘how do I relate what I am doing with what others are doing?’ (p.214).
The program was based on four assumptions of change shared by the collaborators.
They were:
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•

Change is a process, not an event;

•

Change is accomplished by individuals, not institutions;

•

Change is a highly personal experience;

•

And change entails developmental growth on both feelings and skills in using
new programs. (p.213)

The Total School Development Program (TSDP)
Some major programs used collaborative models like CBAM to implement change. For
example, while not specifically designed for principals, Cameron (1983) points to the
Total School Development Program in Australia as an application of a collaborative
decision-making model for change which focussed on the organisational development
(OD) aspects of school-based initiatives. These initiatives included implementation of
curriculum, organisational change and school-based in-service (Booth, 1984; Cameron
et al., 1984a). In Cameron et al.’s (1984c) evaluation of the TSDP approach, the writers
maintained that:
the word program in the title is misleading in that it suggests an inservice activity of limited duration and a packaged approach to
supporting school improvement. With hindsight the TSDP has involved
school communities in researching the application of a collaborative
decision-making process to their specific educational settings. (p.10)
The learning needs of the principal were recognised in the TSDP by the provision of a
three day preparation for managing the collaborative project in the school but in general
their specific learning needs were subsumed into the collective learning relationships.
Schools that undertook collaborative programs that led to a change in their cultures
were referred to in the later literature as learning communities (Barth, 1991;
McLaughlin, 1997; Sergiovanni, 1994b). Sergiovanni (1994b) argues that the use of
terms like organisational development or learning communities has an impact upon the
way the school sees its development, stating that: ‘metaphors have a way of creating
realities’ (p.215). The changing of the metaphor from ‘organizational development’ to
‘community’, changes the theoretical assumptions about the school’s approach to its
learning from a lineal rational delivery to an interaction of an organic collection of
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relationships. The TSDP, while located in the era of OD, appears to have provided a
learning program similar to that which McLaughlin (1997) here describes:
When considered and organized as a learning community, schools and
departments provide up-close occasions for professional development
and rethinking norms of practice. Considering the taken-for-granted
aspects of school sparks change and provides occasion for professional
growth and learning. (p.85).
By 1985 the literature on principals’ learning was just beginning to explore
collaborative decision making from the perspective of a learning community (Barnett,
1985; Daresh, 1987; Duignan et al., 1984; Duignan, 1985; LaPlant, 1987; O’Callaghan,
1987; O’Callaghan & Crisp, 1984).
The Principals and Change Project (PAC)
In one example, Evans (1980) describes the Principals and Change Project (PAC) that
was conducted in twelve districts for two hundred and nine principals of primary
schools in the Australian State of Queensland. The aims were:
•

to provide opportunities for reflection on past and present experiences;

•

to examine the action research approach as a way of working;

•

and to plan for actions in schools and develop principles for change. (p.140)

In her report on the development of a conceptual framework for collaborative learning
Evans (1980) describes the conditions embedded in the format. They were as follows:
that participants be free to engage in discourse; that enlightenment can
only be achieved if participants themselves accept and are involved in the
process of self reflection; that participants can develop collaborative
strategies to carry out the actions. These conditions place responsibility
for the enlightenment and the action on participants, who need to respect
each other’s knowledge, skills, and points of view. Furthermore, there is
no privileged access to truth. All participants have expertise, which they
can share with others. (p.140)
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The Professional Development of Principals Program (PDP)
Duignan (1984) contributed to the field by advising course designers who developed his
1984 research findings on the role and learning needs of Australian principals into a
practical staff development model. This became known in NSW as the Professional
Development of Principals Course (PDP). Duignan (1985) was further involved when
he researched the effectiveness of the PDP, reporting to the Commonwealth Schools
Commission on the perceptions of participants in the pilot PDP program. He said in
essence that the program followed an adult learning spiral reinforced by a problemsolving format. He found that three themes of the program, systematic problem solving,
collegiality and collaboration, were important and fundamental for principals’
professional growth and described them as follows:
Systematic Problem Solving: The structure and processes of the program
provided opportunities for participants to analyse their problems through
group interaction and discussion as well as through individual study and
reflection. Participants also had the opportunity to try out their plans and
ideas in their schools
Collegiality: Participants were supported in their learning throughout the
different phases of the program by colleagues within the school, by
collegial teams (principals in the same geographic area) and by a
consultant who was designated a program facilitator. The intent was to
create an atmosphere in the group that encouraged mutual support.
Collaboration: Participants …were encouraged to work on issues of
professional concern in co-operation with colleagues (collegial group),
staff members of their schools, and members of their school community.
The intent was that the participants should involve these groups to help
analyse a problem or issue that was of concern to their school and to
further involve them in developing and implementing plans to overcome
the problem. (pp.2-3)
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The Instructional Management Program/ Peer Assisted Leadership Program (PAL)
In much the same way that Duignan et al.’s (1984) research uncovered principals’
learning needs and contributed to developing their findings into the PDP design, Barnett
(1983; 1985) describes the processes undertaken by the Instructional Management
Program (IMP) of the War West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development
in the US. Their research utilised fieldwork that observed principals in action,
particularly the methods of shadowing and reflective interviewing. Barnett reports the
following as an unintended outcome of their original research:
Principals reported that their participation in the research reduced the
sense of isolation; they had enjoyed the opportunity to be able to talk
with someone about their school, someone who was familiar with day-today events and the problems with which they coped. (pp.49-50)
Based on their case studies the IMP developed a staff development program, which
became known as Peer Assisted Leadership (PAL) that involved ‘shadowing, reflective
interviews and a framework for collecting and analysing information about themselves
and their schools’ (Barnett, 1985, p.59). The PAL methodology involved a three-day
workshop and was influenced by the coaching and peer observation models of Joyce
and Showers (1980; 1982). Barnett and Mueller (1989) maintain that, ‘peer observation
was a powerful learning tool for people since it allows them to analyse their own
behaviour while watching someone else and to consider how to incorporate new ideas
into their own setting’ (p.560). Barnett states that ‘PAL differed from many training
programs for principals, which typically stress problem solving and ignore any
conceptual basis for leadership or skill development’ (p.562). PAL utilised two of
Garmston’s (1987) identified categories of coaching: challenge and collegial coaching.
Once principals had learnt how to collect and analyse data, they could share their peer
observations both with shadowing principals and with a collegial group.
In Australia, more than a decade later, Brady (1996) reports a reemphasis on peer
assistance programs and attributes the linkage to the PAL program. In what might be
called an action-research training approach he implemented a similar methodology to
Barnett (Barnett & Long, 1986; Barnett & Mueller, 1989) although not a total
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replication of PAL. It had a one-day training workshop where nine matched pairs learnt
how to observe a peer and how to provide feedback. Each principal later observed the
other of the pair for two consecutive days with six to eight days between the respective
observations. Shortly afterward they discussed their observations with each other and
were joined by Brady for the evaluation. There was no final workshop involving all of
the dyads. Brady (1996) reports the benefits of the program from the perceptions of the
participants, abbreviated here as:
•

an affirming process;

•

providing a range of areas to observe;

•

allowing principals to experience the culture of another school;

•

supporting the time to reflect;

•

encouraging honest self- disclosure;

•

confirmation that principals carry out the same work and have the same
difficulties;

•

promoting a non-threatening experience which involved confidentiality;

•

producing a network system for principals;

•

fostering self-realization through observation;

•

related to the context in which principals operate;

•

demonstrating a model of collegial professional development for school staff;

•

creating the opportunity to verbalize or articulate concerns issue and plans;

•

exposing school staff to the expertise of the visiting principal;

•

enabling the observation of a colleague in action. (pp.60-61)

The Managing Productive Schools Training Program (MPS)
Snyder and Giella (1987) also describe a highly structured US collegial program known
as the Managing Productive Schools Training Program (MPS). It too was a coaching
course that acknowledged Joyce and Showers (1982). It was based on training
principals in management instruction (Drucker, 1982) while using Knowles’ (1978;
1980) andragogical approach to learning. Snyder and Giella (1987) argue that
andragogy ‘viewed external knowledge and instructors as resources to the learner in
problem-solving activities that lead eventually to self-directed learning’ (p.40). The
MPS was a competency-development model based on the assumption that ‘learning
results from a desire to resolve dilemmas or problems’ (p.41).
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The Institute for Development of Educational Activities: Principals’ Inservice Program
I/D/E/A/
LaPlant (1984; 1986; 1987) examined another collegial-based course also operating in
the US that promoted an adult learning model. Known as the I/D/E/A/ Principals’ Inservice Program, it trained facilitators to conduct collegial support groups for
principals’ professional development. It was developed in 1982 by the Institute for
Development of Educational Activities. LaPlant identified overarching goals of helping
principals improve their professional competencies and in turn improve school
programs for students. ‘The program focused on the school as the unit of change and on
the principal as the potential key ingredient in the improvement process.’ The following
underpinnings of the I/D/E/A/ collegial support model were very similar to those
reported by Duignan in his evaluation of the PDP pilot:
Several assumptions or value positions led to the development of the
collegial support model. First an explicit faith in school principals was
expressed by accepting as given that principals have the desire and are
willing to commit professional energy to improving school programs for
students. Second, just as learning is an individualized process,
professional development was considered to be an individualized
process. True, some development activities are done in groups but the
aim is to affect what happens to the individual learner, in this case the
school principal (LaPlant, 1986)…The overarching goal is to help
principals improve their professional competencies so that they can, in
turn, improve school programs for students. The four outcomes are (a)
professional development of each principal, (b) a school improvement
program in which the principal exercises leadership, (c) the creation of a
support group that encourages and sustains the principals in their
improvement efforts and (d) the acceptance of responsibility for
improvement efforts by the participants. (p.186)
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Institute of Educational Administration Model (IEA)
An Australian program in the state of Victoria offered by the Institute of Educational
Administration (IEA) did not claim to be a collegial-based course but its residential
processes are interesting for this case. The course involved two residential components.
To gain access to the second residential the principal had to have undertaken what was
called a ‘fermentation period’ after the first residential. The IEA staff and consultants
provided supportive follow-up of the principal’s progress. The residentials were
extended seminars which were ‘believed to be the best way of achieving better school
administration by improving participants’ knowledge of educational leadership,
teaching them new skills and giving them the confidence necessary to embrace shifts in
attitude’ (Andrews & Moyle, 1986, p.192).
Courses of the 1990s and beyond
Dimmock (1993) describes the period after 1988 as characterised by political scrutiny
on school effectiveness, student outcomes and school performance. The PDP was
discontinued and new leadership strategies were built into different learning designs for
principals. These included the Principal and School Development Program (PSDP) The
School Leadership Preparation Program and the Team Leadership Course (TLC)
(Bremner & Carter, 1998). The subsequent Departmental Training and Development
Policy (Boston, 1996), under the Directorship of Ikin, included other collegial practices
in Departmental training courses such as mentoring, shadowing and coaching (Ikin,
1994). Collegiality was fostered between principals, emergent principals and also
between principals with teams from their schools through the specific leadership
programs. In his Review of Teacher Education in NSW for the State Government,
Ramsey (2000) recommends that:
…future approaches should give priority to intellectually challenging and
engaging programs which will broaden and deepen knowledge and skills
relevant to the critical roles principals have in shaping pedagogy and in
connecting school and society. This is not to say that many present
programs are ineffective; they are effective, but only in terms of the
parameters within which they operate. Importantly these should be
broadened so that current and future school leaders are challenged by the
75

perspectives and understandings driving change outside their own
immediate environment and using their learning to improve the quality of
teaching…Continuing education for educational leaders needs to be
planned, sequential and linked to a professional structure which accredits
and recognises their learning. At least some current school leadership
programs would fit readily into such a framework. (pp.85-86)
By 2002 a review of all of the programs of the 1990s was underway (Dempster, 2002)
and the Department was moving toward courses that adhered to ‘capabilities
frameworks’ (Scott, 1999). The current Professional Learning Policy for schools (State
of NSW Department of Education and Training Professional Learning Directorate,
2004) is articulated for principals through what is now called the School Leadership
Capability Framework.

2.4 Collegial Groups
The review of the literature to this point has considered different designs for collegial
learning that occurred between peers in various forms such as dyads, triads and groups.
All of these combinations have relevance to the case, which operated in each of those
forms. However the collegial group configuration is of specific interest. From the outset
of this study it appeared that the unique feature of this case would be the collegial
group’s longevity. This appears to contrast with Warren-Little’s (1987) finding that
‘collaborative efforts run counter to historical precedent, tending to be unstable, short
lived and secondary to other priorities’ (p.514). Literature was sought on collegial
groups and their sustainability in order to understand the role of the collegial group in
the learning and welfare of collegial group members.
Types of groups and how groups work
Much of the work that underpinned the thinking about collegial groups in the 1970s and
1980s came from the early research on encounter groups and group training. From their
studies of group processes, and from the seminal work of Rogers (1970) and
Friedlander (1968), Schmuck and Schmuck (1974) concluded that:
group training, whether it is person or group-centred, can have a
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profound effect in changing an individual’s perception of himself (sic)
and
his behaviour in relation to other people. The group provides a unique
medium for dealing with personal concerns; it offers a setting for
learning about others in depth, and allows first hand experience regarding
the kinds of relationships that are possible. A group training experience
can serve as a useful model of what can be achieved in relation with
others even within a highly bureaucratic setting. We therefore advocate
the use of group training for faculty teams within the school as well as
for learning groups. (p.82)
Ryback (1998) promotes the concept of self-managed teams. He maintains that when
learning groups operate in an emotionally intelligent milieu that encourages inner
exploration and self-awareness, the growth of enthusiasm and motivation lead to
success. He argues that:
Combined with honest feedback and support from others, learning one’s
strengths and weaknesses, and the ultimate realisation of one’s true
potential in some particular area or niche are driving forces to success.
When all members of a self-managed team are fortunate enough to share
this growing experience, watch out – this is a group whose drive for
success is to be reckoned with. Enthusiasm grows most readily with
ongoing support and honest appreciation, and that is precisely what an
emotionally intelligent milieu offers. With enthusiasm and a focus on
one’s natural strengths, commitment to successful goals becomes
relatively effortless. (p.147)
Ryback (1998) also provides some insights into the way individuals develop a team
ethic by learning how to control elements of conflict. He outlines the concept of delayed
gratification as something that grows over time.
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As individuals feel accepted by the group for their inner emotional being
and as authenticity and emotional honesty become habitual, then the
priority of needs seems to shift from the concern of fulfilling solely their
own needs to concern for the needs and well-being of the group. It
becomes more important for such individuals to be part of the group, to
share their values and to integrate their needs with other group members.
They are no longer as interested in individual attention or in slighting
others to satisfy their own needs. One way of putting it is that as people
learn the components of emotional intelligence, they gain character and
integrity as well, and delayed gratification or impulse control come along
with that. (pp.104-105)
Wenger’s (1998) notion of participation in groups is based on social engagement. He
provides three points regarding participation that are useful for this study of principals
in collegial groups:
First…it can involve all kinds of relations, conflictual as well as
harmonious, intimate as well as political, competitive as well as
cooperative; Second, participation in social communities shapes our
experience, and it also shapes those communities; the transformative
potential goes both ways. Indeed, our ability (or inability) to shape the
practice of our communities is an important aspect of our experience of
participation; Finally as a constituent of meaning, participation is broader
than mere engagement in practice… Of course, that time of intense
engagement with their work and with one another is especially
significant… But their participation is not something they simply turn off
when they leave. Its effects on their experience are not restricted to the
specific context of their engagement. It is a part of who they are that they
always carry with them… In this sense, participation goes beyond direct
engagement in specific activities with specific people. It places the
negotiation of meaning in the context of our forms of membership in
various communities. It is a constituent of our identities. As such
participation is not something we turn on and off. (pp.56-57)
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According to Benjamin (1978) groups may be either open or closed in their
membership. He defines the operation of both types as follows:
An open group is one whose membership fluctuates during the period of
its existence...there is a waiting list and as soon as one member leaves a
new participant takes his (sic) place. The closed group on the other hand
may be closed from its very first meeting…Once members have been
selected, agree to participate, and actually appear, the group closes its
doors. They are found in various institutions…schools, industry,
government and so forth. It is obvious that leaders of closed groups must
select their participants carefully because if members drop out they
cannot easily be replaced…The closed group, once its membership is
fixed becomes in fact a micro-society and begins to develop its own
history. Members are launched on a joint venture…the group itself will
decide whether to emphasize group or individual learnings. As (for)
termination…this may be determined before the group begins.
Alternatively, the group may be empowered to make the decision for
itself. (pp.15-16)
Wildman and Niles (1987) identify three essential conditions for growth that occur in
collegial groups. These are autonomy, collaboration, and time. In relation to time they
state the obvious that: ‘time is one of the most important investments a school system
can make to maintain and improve quality educational programs’ (p.9). The condition
of autonomy means the group has internal control. They argue that ‘control of
collegiality, externally or hierarchically is antithetical to the basic concept. Professionals
cannot be forced to be collegial’ (p.8). Wildman and Niles (1987) acknowledge that
collaboration allows groups to grow but groups do not necessarily need to be sustained.
They maintain that ‘collegial groups must be flexible in their composition and purpose,
they must form and disintegrate based on the needs of individual teachers’ (p.8).
Sergiovanni (1994b) takes a more communal view noting that some aspects of custom
and ritual that are transmitted in the life of a group like kinship, neighbourliness and
collegiality may continue in the memory of the group. He argues that: ‘Though not cast
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in stone, community understandings have enduring qualities. They are resilient enough
to survive the passage of members through the community over time’(p.220).
In her study of a collegial group Ponticell (1995) notes that systematic planning and
understood ground rules were operating. She identifies ‘sustained, substantive and
structured collegial interactions’ which she maintains were powerful motivators and
support for learning (p.13). Adie (1988) warns that; ‘unless tested procedures for
establishing effective collegial groups are followed, collegial groups can easily turn into
meetings…while a collegial group is a meeting, meetings are not necessarily collegial
groups.’ (p.5).
There are some interesting notions in the literature that imply possible negative aspects
of collegial groups such as ‘talk fests’ (Bhindi, 2002) and ‘groupthink’ (Janis, 1972)
and ‘balkanisation’ (Fullan, 1993). Bhindi (2002) suggests that, ‘teams have their
shadow side... The competitive environment we live in often rewards individual efforts
and endeavours, despite the rhetoric of collegiality and teamwork.’ (p.9). Fullan
describes groupthink as ‘the uncritical acceptance and/or suppression of dissent in going
along with group decisions’ (1993, p.82) and in his concept of balkanisation he
describes the dangers of inward looking tendencies, blind loyalties to the group, limited
access to other ideas and the reliance on the group after its effectiveness has been
achieved.(Fullan, 1993). This has resonance with Roberts’ (1988) finding that ‘too
much autonomy for principals results in uninformed conceptual development, little
experimentation and an arduous ineffective learning process’ (p.294).
Kirschenbaum and Glaser (1978) distinguish professional support groups from other
groups. They believe professional groups have familiarity with, and use various learning
modes. These modes, paraphrased as follows include:
•

the teaching-learning mode where members teach and learn from one another;

•

the problem-solving mode where one member explains his or her problem
situation and asks for the group’s help, often specifying the type of help desired;

•

the practice mode – where members are given the opportunity to practise new
methods/and or behaviour in a supportive environment;
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•

and the action project mode to effect certain kinds of change in (an)
organization, school or community.

Emotional support
Nias (1998) in her study of teachers includes another facet that is not mentioned in
Kirschenbaum and Glaser’s categories. She notes that teachers seek emotional support
from their peers. The role of support groups to assist with the emotional dimension of
the job does not feature significantly in the professional development literature although
there are regular references to the isolation educators experience in their work (for
example, Lavine, 1989 and Sergiovanni, 1987). The need for emotional support is
usually covered in literature on teacher welfare and stress as revealed for example in
Otto’s (1987) collection of personal stories on burnout. However, Hossler (2000) in her
studies of the collegial and collaborative needs of elementary principals, identifies
professional, social and emotional dimensions of support. She found that an ethic of
caring is one among five factors that validate the importance of collegial and
collaborative relations for principals. The other four are:

•

the high value principals placed on collegiality and collaboration;

•

the formal organizational commitments and structures that promoted
interdependence and professional development;

•

the informal organizational commitments that allowed celebration and
socializing and

•

frequent, ongoing communication and professional dialogue. (pp.15-16)

Loevinger (1976) notes that adults need to speak to others about work related and
personal/emotional issues. Warren-Little (1982) identifies work-related talk as a
collegial norm and Hossler (2000) describes talk as a personal and emotional need. She
found that frequent and ongoing communication among elementary principals ‘enabled
them to articulate a level of concern for colleagues’ (p.16). Adie (1988), from her
perspective as a facilitator in the US-based I/D/E/A/ program and her subsequent
involvement in the PDP in the Australian state of Queensland, promoted the
establishment of collegial groups not only as support for professional learning but also
as ‘an answer to the sense of isolation’ (p.4).
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Learning Support
Duignan recognises the value of the collegial group for stimulating principals’ learning.
He recommended to the NSWDE in his evaluation of the PDP that, ‘collegial groups
should continue to be a vital part of the plan and inter-school visits of collegial group
members should be encouraged’ (p.55). Brookfield (1986) determined that adults learn
best in groups to solve problems that are real, and relevant to the context of their lives.
Roberts (1988) supports the notion that principals as colleagues can play a crucial role
‘in maximizing each other’s experiential learning opportunities on the job’ (p.294).
These ideas appear to be substantiated in Donaldson and Marnik’s (1995) description of
how the operation of collegial teams form cultures of professional growth. They note
that:
The…team was conceived as a personalized, close-to-the-action support
mechanism for leaders’ growth. Members’ team experiences showed they
clearly stated and agreed-on goals and expectations and often created a
structure that met their own learning needs. Teams were productive when
members committed to regular meetings and to visits to one another’s
schools to observe the work environment and each other in action. When
members kept in touch with one another between sessions by phone and
mail and showed up for those meetings with dilemmas and issues from
their leadership experience, teams rallied around them, offering a mix of
support and tough questioning that helped them devise their own next
steps. Such highly functioning teams became growth experiences in and
of themselves. They supplemented personal development through
engagement with a team and its own growth as a supportive entity… .The
trust and camaraderie that developed in these small groups formed a
culture of professional growth. (p.81)
Wenger (1998) suggests that members of a learning group integrate meaning, practice,
community and identity as interconnected and mutually defining. He argues that:
For individuals it means that learning is an issue of engaging in and
contributing to the practices of their communities;
For communities it means that learning is an issue of refining their
practice and ensuring new generations of members;
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For organisations it means that learning is an issue of sustaining the
interconnected communities of practice through which an organisation
knows what it knows and thus becomes effective and valuable as an
organisation. (pp.7-8)
Paquette (1987) described five conditions that teachers in a Canadian high school
determined as necessary for their learning group learning. They believed that:
•

Teachers benefit from individual, small group and large group professional
development activity;

•

Professional development is most effective when undertaken voluntarily;

•

Activities should build upon strengths, interests and talents of each teacher and
must be relevant;

•

Professional development activities stimulate skill development, celebration and
growth;

•

Growth can be enhanced through a collegial support system that values growth
activities, provides moral support and facilitates small groups. (Abridged p.37)

Similarly Ponticell (1995) described a 1991 US professional growth project developed
by a group of teachers in an urban high school. Its four objectives were:
•

to increase collegiality;

•

to engage in self-analysis of teaching practices;

•

to learn ways of looking at and talking about each other’s classrooms;

•

and to learn about new teaching strategies and be supported in experimenting
with them.(p.13)

Roberts (1988) found in her study of twelve elementary principals that successful
collegial relationships were characterized by, ‘a willingness on the part of the
participants to take risks, share the mutuality of consequences, focus on practice and
make a distinction between the language of practice and social language’. (p.318)
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Leadership in collegial groups
Information on the role of leadership in the activities of collegial groups and its
presence or absence in the determination of a group’s learning structure is of interest to
this case study. Ellis and Fisher (1994) posit that:
during the normal functioning of the group process and group interaction,
the group works out the role of each member, including the role of
leader. Such functioning of the group process is quite normal and typical.
Moreover the process is functioning even though the group may not be
aware of it until the process has been completed. (p.212)
In most instances the courses and collaborative projects outlined in this review have
adopted the Schmuck and Schmuck (1974) assumption that participants need to be
taught by someone else how to communicate, how to solve problems, how to implement
co-operative processes and how to continue (if there is no long-term leader). For
example, in the I/D/E/A model (LaPlant, 1986) the participants are trained by the course
activities and through the skill of the facilitator to take ownership, resulting in shared
responsibilities, sometime fixed, sometimes rotated. LaPlant assumes ‘that a trained
facilitator would be able to transfer the ‘ownership’ of the program to the collegial
group…the group of principals would take charge of their own in-service and work to
enable success for every principal’ (p.187). In other examples, the consultant or
researcher is the leader, taking on a specific role, from selecting the participants, to
organising the learning agenda and observing the principals’ growth. The PAL program
(Barnett, 1985) and other coaching and shadowing courses come into this category.
Brady (1996), in his report on Peer Assistance for Principals study, refers to training
being provided by a director of schools and a university lecturer.
The status and skill of the facilitator is also discussed in much of the literature. The IEA
used consultants known for their scholarship, research, writing and teaching of
educational administration…who heavily influenced the content (Andrews & Moyle,
1986, p.193).
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The role that the consultant, researcher or administrator plays in facilitating collegial
groups seems to be based on the particular approach to professional development. In the
examples reviewed, some adopted hierarchical notions of instruction in their groups
while most drew the knowledge from the participants. Some emphasised group training
processes (with coach and peer observer) and some adopted developmental activities
(like shadowing, interschool school visits and team teaching). In the case of collegial
groups for school leaders some basic questions underlying the learning design might be:
Could the principals be trusted to own their own learning or did they need to be
controlled until they had the correct practices in place? When did they own the group
and when did they own their learning? Barth (1986) was particularly vocal on this point
when he enunciated the philosophical underpinnings of the Principal Centre movement:
‘We believe the critical element in learning is ownership. Learning must be something
principals do, not something others do to or for them’ (p.157).
In the same way that Cameron (1982) identified the need to select appropriate personnel
for consultancy work in the TSDP, highlighting the importance of their specific
training, Duignan (1985) pointed to the importance of the correct choice of facilitators
for the PDP collegial groups. Diugnan assumed that a PDP collegial group would have a
leader and this person would be the external facilitator. He said, ‘facilitators must be
committed to and familiar with the program. Facilitators should receive training in what
is expected of them’ (p.53). It is not clear if he saw the collegial group as usurping the
leadership of their own agenda when he recommended that:
follow up collegial meetings should have a definite purpose and agenda.
The organisation of these meetings should be the responsibility of the
collegial group leaders. All participants must be encouraged to attend such
meetings. (p.55)
It is clear however from his later work, when Duignan et al.(1992) were developing a
model of educative leadership (Duignan, 1988a), that he was calling for greater
involvement of principals as leader facilitators in the delivery of courses. He said:
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Participants need to be more involved in program planning, implementation
and evaluation…The participants should also be more involved in content
delivery, there should be opportunities for participants to reveal, put to use
and celebrate the accumulated wisdom and experience. Such talent should
not remain hidden and should become a source of learning for all.
Participants should also be encouraged to act as facilitators (networks,
members of support groups, peer assisted leaders) especially within the
long-term learning programs such as the PDP…Peer modelling and
coaching of skills are desirable. (p.27)
Longevity of collegial groups
How long collegial groups sustain their membership and agendas is an area that is not
well documented. In particular the sustainability of collegiality and the length of
operation of principals’ peer groups appears to be an understudied field. In my search of
the literature I was not able to find a collegial group whose members still considered
themselves to be a group in the same way that this case study perceives its longevity.
There were however cases where groups operated for substantial periods after their
initial development. For example Barnett and Mueller’s (1989) study of the long-term
effects of PAL indicates that:
the influence of PAL on principals’ ongoing collegial support is quite
strong; however, this effect seems to diminish the longer principals have
been away from the program. Those who continue meeting with their
original groups have built in structure for reducing their isolation and for
allowing joint problem solving and collegial interaction to occur.
Although many principals intend to continue interacting with their
partners and/or other PAL participants after the program is over, few find
the time or structure required for such face-to-face interactions. Many of
those principals who chose not to continue meeting with their original
groups remarked that their sense of collegial support diminished because
they did not have the structured way for communication and interaction
to take place. This suggests that the bond of trust and collegial closeness
that is generated during PAL is not sufficient to keep participants
involved in a meaningful way with their colleagues without some agree86

ments about who will take responsibility for convening the group or
making logistical arrangements for the meeting facilities. (p.570)
The documentation from the PDP course indicates that participants were familiarised with
the Tuckman (1965) theory of developmental sequence in small groups. His model aimed
at serving a conceptual function as well as an integrative and organisational one (p.396).
The PDP course residential activities (NSW Department of Education Professional
Development of Principals Program, 1987a), focused on his stages of forming, storming,
norming and performing (Tuckman, 1965, p.396). This was to alert the participants to
expected processes in their residential groups and subsequent collegial group operation
after the residential. Another module (State Committee of the Commonwealth Schools
Commission Professional Development Program, 1986) had a category not included in
Tuckman’s (1965) article but tacked on as an anecdotal finding. This was termed
mourning and it signalled that groups had an ending.1
In contrast to the longevity of the group studied for this thesis, Roberts’ (1988) study of
the perceptions of twelve principals about their collegial relationships and professional
growth found that collegial relationships did not last without ongoing support. She
reports that:
externally - initiated collegial relationships, while perceived by the
participants in such relationships as highly valuable and central to their
professional growth, tend to dissipate without a formal structure and
continued external support because the participants have not adapted
their work patterns to accommodate the externally-derived structure of
the relationship, nor have the participants internalised an intrinsic sense
of responsibility for fostering the relationship. (Roberts, 1988)
This is a very interesting finding that will provide a useful comparison for my
case study.
1

There are various versions of what is also known as Tuckman’s FSNP model of team development.
Literature from the business and technology fields on high performance teams uses the model of formstorm-norm-perform and outperform [Castka, 2001: 125 #578]. In this field, the team emphasis is
competitive and not representative of the philosophy underpinning the collegial groups outlined here.
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As the selective, historically-based review of literature covered in this chapter has
highlighted, there is much assumed about the notion of collegiality. In order to
provide a contribution to this discussion the following chapters of this dissertation
will now address these contributing questions:
•

What experiences and talents did the principals bring to their collegial group?

•

What conditions contributed to the establishment of their collegiality?

•

How is collegiality defined by the members of this collegial group?

•

How did principals describe collegiality as helpful to their professional and
social/emotional well-being?

•

How did the collegial group change over time?

•

Which conditions were most effective in building the collegial community?

•

Which conditions were most effective in sustaining the collegial community?

•

What can the experiences of principals who undertook the PDP contribute to
principals in the new millennium and current designers of professional
development programs for educational leaders?
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Chapter 3
Methodology
‘The choice of method depends upon the problem under study and its circumstances’
(Flyvbjerg, 2001, p.75)

3.1 Introduction
This inquiry is a case study located in an interpretive methodological framework,
drawing on a range of strategies, to capture the meanings of the experiences and
behaviours of participants in groups and organisations. Strategies used to interpret
individual and shared experiences and interactive negotiations of meaning included
participant observation and the collection and analysis of reflective stories, interviews,
surveys, artefacts, focus group clarifications. These data were contextualised and
triangulated with material from historical sources (see Table 3.1). An interpretive
paradigm was chosen as it is particularly useful for recognising that individuals and
systems are complex, with their own unique cultures and ways of being. It allows the
researcher to uncover the depth and quality of the contextual realities as perceived by
the participants or, in other words, work at finding ways to understand what the
participants understand. ‘Another premise of the interpretive perspective is that
meaning-making is both an individual and collective action.’ (Macdonald, Kirk,
Metzler, Nilges, Schempp & Wright, 2002, p.138)
This case study is a context-dependent examination of a community or what Wenger
(1998) terms a practice, a single example of multiple realities. I, as the participant
observer, also a bone fide member of the group under investigation, have been
intimately involved in its activities. The methods chosen allowed me to continue my
long-term involvement as an interactive member of the entity, extending my usual
activity to encompass the role of its researcher, mutually shaping the meaning of what is
known and what is to be made known. The study is therefore acknowledged to be value
bound within the parameters of the interpretive paradigm.
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The purpose of the study is to define collegiality as it operated in a collegial group and
to investigate the manner in which a collegial approach was effective for the
professional and personal support of a particular cohort of principals. To determine how
these principals viewed the PDP and how they used both its formal course structures
and its collegial group experiences for their professional and personal learning needs,
the research questions, reiterated here, directed the methodology in both thematic and
contextual ways. Contextually the questions encompassed a particular course, time, and
set of participants, but thematically they were permeated by the concept of collegiality
and its impact on the participants. The major question is to determine how the
involvement of a group of principals in a collegial-based leadership program
contributed to their professional development and social, emotional well-being. In
answering this question the following sub-questions drove the study:

•

What understandings of the principalship, departmental culture and professional
development did the principals bring to the collegial group?

•

What experiences and talents did the principals bring to the collegial group?

•

What conditions contributed to the establishment of collegiality?

•

How is collegiality defined by the PDP course, the literature and the members of
the collegial group?

•

How did principals describe collegiality as helpful to their professional and
social/emotional well-being?

•

How did the collegial group change over time?

•

Which conditions were most effective in building the collegial community?

•

Which conditions were most effective in sustaining the collegial community?

•

What can the experiences of principals who undertook the PDP contribute to
principals in the new millennium and current designers of professional
development for educational leaders?

A set of research strategies was used to understand the thematic aspect of collegiality.
These included participant observation with the use of artefacts, personal stories,
interviews and focus groups. To determine the contextual features of how the
involvement of a group of principals in the PDP contributed to their professional
development and social and emotional well-being the methodology needed strategies
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that would interpret professional, personal and social factors that were pertinent to the
participants. It also needed methods to understand the PDP as a practice situated in a
specific social, political and cultural context; that is the need to determine the nature of
the times, the philosophical stance of the PDP course and the linkages with NSWDE
culture and training initiatives that characterised the participants’ experiences prior to
and after the PDP. To address these needs, historical data, interviews, and focus groups
were specifically utilised. The following contributing questions further honed the
direction of these strategies.

•

What were professional development courses like before the PDP?

•

What carried over into the PDP course?

•

Why did the PDP participants describe the PDP as being so different from
earlier in-service experiences?

•

What is the role of the principal today?

•

Do principals need, seek or experience collegiality today?

•

Does the NSWDET provide opportunities for collegiality for principals
today?

The participants in this research included principals, researchers, departmental officers
and consultants. They were selected because of their involvement in NSWDE
professional development design, implementation and participation over a period
encompassing the 1970s through to 2003. The identification of thirty-one participants
was based on what Flyvbjerg (2001) calls an information-oriented selection, chosen
with the expectation that the case would provide maximum information from a small
number of people. Table 3.2 provides a description of all the participant categories
showing the different contributions that could be made by each category of participant.

3.2 The Participant Observer’s Journey
As I was both a group member and the researcher in this case I adopted a particular
concept of participatory membership as promoted by Flyvbjerg (2001) and defined by
Wenger (1998), to underpin my role as participant observer. Wenger’s definition of
participation suggests both action and connection. It refers to membership of a social
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community that is more than mere engagement. It means personal and social
involvement in its enterprises. Participation has an effect on the participants’ experience
outside the specific context of their engagement. It is characterised by the possibility of
mutual recognition, a source of identity where we become part of each other. Wenger
calls this, ‘a complex process that combines doing, talking, thinking, feeling and
belonging… It involves our whole person, including our bodies, minds, emotions, and
social relations’ (Wenger, 1998, p.55). From this perspective, my construction of reality
was not discounted during the investigation. As Flyvbjerg (2001) suggested, I placed
myself within the context being studied: ‘Only in this way can the researcher understand
the viewpoints and the behaviour which characterise social actors’ (Flyvbjerg, 2001,
p.83). I also operated in what Wellington (2001) termed the complete participant role,
but not in the manner he describes ‘where the researcher’s activities are wholly
concealed from the group being studied’ (pp.93-94). I carried a socialised notion of
what constituted the norms and folklore of the NSWDE, the PDP and the collegial
group. As a complete (or full) participant in the collegial group I had been socialised
into and contributed to its mores from its inception. It is from this position of total
involvement that the methodology chosen rigorously shaped my selections from the
case data, my judgements from the case record and my reporting of the case study.
To enrich the reporting of the case I incorporated various members’ stories, looking for
challenges to my preconceived notions about participants’ experience and seeking nonconfirming interpretations. The inclusion of my own experiences in Chapter Six
attempts to unpack the multiple subjectivities of my role as a course participant, a peersupport group member, a principal and a researcher. It is also used to make as explicit as
possible my own prejudices and my own interpretations of reality.
As a participant observer I watched interactions (eg. facial expressions, behaviour,
dominance of conversation), recorded responses, sought clarifications, triangulated with
historical references and included the varying perspectives of the participants from their
autobiographic reflections. My selection of data was manually analysed for themes and
the QSR NUD.IST 4 program was used in a limited way as a data organiser and search
tool to generate reports and compare data over the range of themes, in particular the
search for the conditions of collegiality.
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3.3 Case Study Design
The case is the historical development and implementation of a collegial leadership
program (PDP course) and its impact on a group of principals. The collegial group
members are the most significant informants in the study. The case study method was
the most appropriate design for this inquiry. It allowed a focus for the examination of
historic context using a range of strategies to interpret the era and the phenomenon.
Strategies included the interpretation of records and artefacts, which were informed by
data formally gathered through interview. Issues were clarified through other strategies
including surveys and focus group activities and the collection of reflective stories,
which provided a range of meanings held by collegial group participants. Drawing on
these strategies, the study analyses the contribution of a collegial-based approach as
experienced and reported by the participants, defining collegiality and extracting a
model of its operation within the context of the stages of the collegial group. The
analysis of their accounts was enriched and in some ways validated by triangulation
with the historical and artefact data.
In answering the research questions it will be argued that the collegial processes of the
case were the most powerful components for the professional and welfare needs of these
principals. Particularities of the case study are intrinsically interesting to the academic
community and the experiences of the participants provide a credible reference for
course designers of professional development and school principals.

3.4 Historical Sources
Goodson (1977) argues that ‘the analysis of subjective perceptions and intentions is
incomplete without analysis of the historical context in which they occur’ (p.160). The
importance of placing this case into the climate of its time is accentuated by the
longitudinal nature of the group’s evolution and the participants’ long-term experiences
in the NSWDE. Table 3.1 provides an outline of the historical sources collected,
retained by the participant researcher and consulted during the study.
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Table 3.1: Summary of Historical Data
Data Sources

Number of
documents
or artefacts

NSWDE and CSC documentation
Evaluations of the PDP course by participant in 1988 (see Appendix 2);

1

NSWDE PDP 1987-88 course material sets;

2

NSWDE and CSC documents of the 1970s and 1980s which depicted

12

the thinking of the time on professional development for educational
leadership, collegiality and groups;
Evaluations of PDP pilot and collegial concept in NSWDE professional

2

development courses commissioned in 1985 by CSC and in 1988 by
the NSWDE;
Participant responses
Learning style inventories repeated from original 1987 instrument (see

12

Appendix 5);
Poem written on a day in the life of a principal in 1979.

1

Collegial group artefacts
Photographs of the case-study group depicting locations and activities;

100+

Records of scheduled events 1987-2005;

50

Formal and informal facsimile communications between participants;

35

Responses to a 1993 survey;

10

Conference and course presentations by members of the group on the

3

concept of collegiality;
Videos of the case-study group depicting locations and activities;

4

Iconic memorabilia items related to the group or its individual

2

members.

By studying Schools Commission reports, departmental documentation, participant
responses from relevant personnel and artefacts from the collegial group the historical
context was teased out and used to contextualize the participants’ reflective interviews
and stories. This was not necessarily for the purpose of validation but to supply a
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combination of evidence to support what Goodson (1992) calls ‘the collaborative
venture of locating participants’ autobiographic perceptions within a historical context
making their reflective life stories into life histories’ (p.6). This process also traced the
social and educational connections between the rapid and far-reaching training
initiatives set by the antecedent professional development practices of the 1970s, the
subsequent development and implementation of the PDP Course and the training
offerings for today’s principals.
The foundations of the PDP were traced through the reflective interviews with ten
individuals (categories A, B & C, Table 3.2) three of whom were influential in
determining NSWDE leadership in-service and school development initiatives in the
1970s and others who were prominent in the design, implementation and research
underpinning the PDP course of the 1980s. Data collected through interview with these
participants (see Appendix 3 for examples of interview questions) were aligned with
archival Department of Education and Commonwealth Schools Commission documents
and literature from the period. Analysis of these data provided an insight into the
evolving delivery of professional development for principals over a twenty-year period.
This study places an emphasis on the educational landscape of the 1970s and 1980s to
generate an understanding of the social and institutional climate in which the
participating principals were operating for a substantial amount of their careers prior to
the PDP (see Table 3.2, overleaf).
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Table 3.2: Participants in the Research
Group No. of

Participant categories

Participants
A

4

Administrators, consultants associated with courses antecedent
to PDP: Langshaw, Gaut, Cameron, Ramstead

B

5

PDP course researchers, designers, consultants, advisors:
Duignan, Stokes, Strong, Ikin, Rice

C

1

Facilitator from the 1987-88 PDP course collegial group:
Koshemakin.

D

12 (+1*+1#)

Members of the 1987-88 PDP course collegial group,
Pseudonyms: Andonia, Anton, Cornel, James, Jason, Jeanette,
Jennie, Melba, Paul, Roland, Veronica, Ward + *Lenore,
#Trudi.

E

2

Members from other 1987-88 PDP course collegial groups,
pseudonyms: Keith, Warrick.

F

6

Current NSWDET principals (2004) pseudonyms: Adam,
Anne, Eileen, Michael, Nan, Seymour.

Note. * represents the researcher both as a member of the collegial group and the participant observer.
# represents a participant who left the collegial group in 1988 and who responded only minimally with a
written survey. She is not included in the references to the thirteen PDP participants throughout the study.

3.4.1 Policy and Course Documents
Documentation from the period of the Commonwealth Schools Commission (1973 to
1988), writings in the field of educational leadership, professional development,
principal welfare, group dynamics and adult learning provided a historical and
theoretical framework for examining the context which led to the PDP design and
collegial groups. Specifically, published Commonwealth School Commission reports
set the scene for the period and stimulated my search for documents from the NSWDE
which provided a picture of State Departmental initiatives in response to the
commonwealth innovations of the time. Of particular relevance were the internal
NSWDE documents gleaned from the personal collections of departmental officers
involved in the activities under examination. These took the form of in-service course
outlines, internal reports on the development, implementation and evaluation of
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professional development initiatives, minutes, handwritten annotations and academic
theses written by departmental officers covering aspects of the operation of NSWDE
professional development in the 1970s and 1980s.
In analysing the written texts, some categories of course design and underpinning
theories of professional development were elicited from the documents. As a result,
questions which emerged were explored in interviews with relevant informants. The
documents provided a snapshot of the growing democratisation of practices in the NSW
state school system which reflected the social phenomenon of the times often referred to
by participants in their interviews. The overarching yet seemingly contradictory themes
of scientific, rational and hierarchical organisational management techniques in a period
of growing devolution and inclusivity were a curious mixture reflected through inservice programs. This evolving awareness raised more contributing questions, which
guided the methodology to determine (through more documents and member checking/
clarification interviews) who was actually empowered by the professional development?
Was it the learners, the community, and/or the educators in the school?
Scott (1990) in his book A Matter of Record: Documentary Sources in Social Research
advises the researcher when seeking and selecting such sources to be aware of issues of
accessibility, authorship and authenticity. In this instance, I had the distinct advantage
of knowing most of the authors as they were people involved in the provision of
services to the NSWDE in the era under investigation. I was guided by their
identification of the key historical documents. The authors of many of the internal
documents were the participants I interviewed in category A (see Table 3.2), which
made the documents primary sources and also artefacts. Their accessibility may once
have been in the closed or restricted category and some were archived but with the
passage of time their relevance to the NSWDE changed in status and their availability
was sourced mainly through the private collections of the personnel from that period.
One source of written information, which could also be defined as an artefact, was
provided by a category A participant some time after her interview. She found a poem
she had written in 1979 on ‘a day in the life of a principal’ that she offered as contextual
information for the era covered by her interview. This piece of information was
unsolicited and a rare and exciting find that has not only been used to illustrate the
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prevailing tone and mood of the times but also informed the methodology to include the
collection of another contemporary piece of writing from 2001 that was used to
juxtapose the two eras.
3.4.2 Collegial Group Artefacts
There are many items in this historical case study that come under the category of
artefacts but the main sources are from the collections of memorabilia of the collegial
group. They include a well-maintained collection of faxes and professional diaries of
organisational matters, historical questionnaires and evaluations, learning style
inventories, videos and photographic records. At least three of the collegial group
members retained records of the group, which together provided a significant archival
record. The different texts making up the archival records of the group were consulted
and analysed in two distinct ways. Firstly, in the traditional research mode, where they
were considered as a form of evidence, they provided congruence with the participants’
interviews and reflective stories allowing triangulation and validation to be applied to
the texts. For example, memorabilia, photographs and video footage collected since
1987 allowed the factual when and who clarifications to be made. These determined the
attendance of participants at various collegial group activities and correlated faxes and
diary entries with locations and events. Secondly, when shared with participants, they
helped to map different stages of the group’s practice, which clarified the various
periods to which participants referred in their interviews and in their reflective stories.
Practice, interpreted through responses to artefacts, included what Wenger (1998)
describes as:
both the explicit and the tacit. It includes what is said and what is left
unsaid; what is represented and what is assumed. It includes the
language, tools, documents, images, symbols, well defined roles,
specified criteria, codified procedures regulations and contracts that
various practices make explicit for a variety of purposes. But it also
includes all the implicit relations, tacit conventions, subtle cues, untold
rules of thumb, recognisable intuitions, specific perceptions, well tuned
sensitivities, embodied understandings, underlying assumptions and
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shared world views. Most of these may never be articulated, yet they are
unmistakable signs of membership in communities of practice and are
crucial to the success of their enterprises. (p.47)
When artefacts were used as stimulus material to prompt memories and promote
discussion the embodied understandings also represented incongruent information,
which enriched the participant observer’s understanding of the different perspectives
held by the various participants. To utilise this complexity, the traditional process of
triangulation was complemented by Richardson’s (1994) concept of crystallisation,
which allowed a multifaceted view of the participants’ reaction to the artefacts to be
incorporated into the analysis. ‘Crystallisation provides us with a deepened, complex,
thoroughly partial, understanding of the topic… what we see depends upon our angle of
repose, …we feel how there is no single truth’ (p.522). For example there were many
truths emerging from the perusal of the same photographs. The negotiation of meaning
that occurred between participants indicated embodied processes and vast and varying
memories. Thus many truths were permissible and valued. The truth attributed to an
artefact by an individual was accepted for what it meant to the particular participant.
Added to the practice of viewing data as facets of a crystal is Wenger’s (1998) concept
of reification which recognises that, ‘artefacts became reified objects which congealed
certain experiences into thingness, which froze fleeting moments of engagement in
practice into monument’ (p.61). For example, photographs of participants with a
monkey puppet related to many truths. For some it signified an important exercise
captured during the residential component of the PDP. For some the monkey was reified
as a metaphor for the problems that were discussed in their collegial groups and in the
case of one triad this reification extended to the use of actual icons of the three wise
monkeys to symbolise their bond of unity, trust and loyalty to each other.
In general, the use of artefacts consisted of weighing the various views that emerged
with other evidence to gain an understanding of context and to determine the impact of
various activities of the group at different stages of its operation. This involved the
strategy of observing the meaning attributed by participants and referring to this during
interviews and focus group activities to check for other realities or prompt memories.
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3.4.3 Historical Surveys
A questionnaire completed by ten out of thirteen collegial group members was
administered in 1993 to provide direction for a conference paper to be given on the
concept of collegiality. Its analysis and the resulting paper became part of the group’s
archival records (see Appendix 4). To compare the historical survey results with
interview data collected on the same themes, fifteen years later, from the same
participants, QSR NUD.IST 4 software package was used. The 1993 survey data were
imported, with the coding of question and answer data automated by a command file.
This allowed rapid indexing of responses to a set of nodes relating to each question. The
program’s powerful search tool facilitated rapid searches of these questions, combining
nodes and restricting searches to specific nodes as the need arose. Reports generated
were then compared with interview data, over a range of themes (for example, ‘what did
you like about the course?’ or ‘are there leaders in the group?’ and ‘define collegiality’).
Another survey, completed by the group in 1993, was also consulted. It was distributed
and collated at the time by a member of the group (Paul) after collegial group discussion
had agreed to establish a database of the member’s professional strengths. The survey
represents an attempt to set a new direction for the group’s operation and as a historical
record was useful for determining the movement of the group into another stage of its
development. Outcomes of the completed surveys (in the form of faxed responses and
results sheet) that were presented to members at a collegial meeting in 1993, helped to
identify a change in the group’s operations and its changing purpose.
Revisiting the analysis of these historical surveys, questionnaires and artefacts helped to
answer the contribution questions relating to how collegiality was defined, how the
collegial group changed over time and the processes involved in building the collegial
community.
3.4.4 Historical Evaluations
Various sources of historical evaluations, or summations of the group’s operations
undertaken by participants of the PDP course were located. These were useful for
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providing snapshots of individual and group determined views over time. They
included:
•

a verbatim address by two collegial group participants about the outcomes of the
PDP delivered to the next group of principals to undertake the course in 1988;

•

an individual final report submitted at the official evaluation at the completion
of the PDP Course in 1988;

•

a paper on collegiality delivered at an overseas conference which was compiled
in 1993 from the results of the ten collegial group members’ surveys. Faxes
between group members indicate that its content was validated by all members
in March that year including those who did not respond to the original
questionnaire.

In analysing the historical evaluations, themes were identified that were repeated in
other sources of data. The evaluations served as a triangulation of evidence on the
group’s views of collegiality as a support for their learning and on the value of
particular PDP offerings.
3.4.5 Learning Style Inventories
The PDP course required all participants to complete a learning style inventory in 1987
as a prerequisite of the course. Only one completed copy with attached instructions was
still available. It was used as a reference to repeat the same inventory with all members
as part of the data collection for this study in 2002. (See Appendix 5)

3.5 Interviews
There were thirty-two participants in this research (including myself) from six
participant categories (Table 3.2). The major participants were a collection of thirteen
principals who were both individuals and also an example of what Wenger (1998) terms
‘a community of practice’ (Table 3.2 group D). They were novice school principals who
undertook a particular professional development course during 1987 and 1988 and they
also constitute a collegial group that has continued to meet since 1987. I am one of the
members of group D.
The participants were categorised into six groups (A,B,C,D,E,F). The scope provided by
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these categories allowed broad and deep coverage of the historical context, the
pedagogy underpinning the development and implementation of the PDP, the concept
of collegiality, principals’ learning needs and an understanding of the operation of the
collegial group. The voices of members of other collegial groups from the 1980s (group
E) and those of current principals (group F) were included in a minor way to obtain a
contextual description of the changing professional development and welfare needs and
role of NSW government school principals from 1987 to current times.
Thirty-two invitations to participate were mailed to prospective interviewees. Thirty
people agreed to an audio-taped interview; one (Trudi) preferred a written survey and
one potential participant (referred to infrequently in this study by the pseudonym Ken),
rejected involvement. He had undertaken the PDP but had not continued in the collegial
group after moving to a different region in 1988. Of the thirty people who responded to
semi-structured, audio taped interviews three participated in second round interviews
for the purpose of clarification and deeper probing. Many, however, responded to
simple forms of member checking clarification by telephone, letter, email or face-toface conversation.

3.5.1 Interviewee Categories
Group A interviewees (Table 3.2) provided the historical context of NSWDE
antecedent training and development approaches and insights into the frameworks
promoted by the CSC for in-service courses. Three of these four participants were
administrators in the NSWDE In-Service Branch of the Directorate of Services and
were responsible for the design, development and implementation of courses antecedent
to the PDP. The fourth was a principal and part-time consultant to a course predating
and running consecutively with the PDP. Her poem, an artefact from the period of the
antecedent courses, sets the context for the role of the principal at that period. These
participants illuminated the character of the 1970s and the pedagogical changes that led
up to the development of the PDP course in the 1980s. The philosophy of the PDP was
thus traced through the reflections of those who were influential in setting the early
foundations for leadership in-service in the 1970s. Data collected from these
participants were aligned with archival NSWDE and CSC documents. This provided an
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insight into the evolving delivery of professional development for principals over a
twenty-year period.
Group B interviewees (Table 3.2) consisted of five people who were prominent in
design and research underpinning the PDP course of the 1980s. They were chosen
because they were able to provide information on the pedagogical and organisational
shift in the provision of professional development for principals in the 1980s. They
were sought in order to provide an understanding of the establishment and wider
Australian implementation of the PDP including any insights into its successes and
failures, supporters and detractors. They provided data on the impact of Australian
research on the learning needs of principals and the reasons for the inclusion of the
collegial support concept. These interviewees were asked questions to further
extrapolate the conditions of collegiality, which were permeating the course
documentation and the experiences reported by group D participants. Their data were
used to triangulate these sources to help design an operational model which depicts the
funnelling of conditions of collegiality into the professional growth of the participants.
Group C (Table 3.2) consisted of an interviewee who was one of two
mentor/facilitators from the 1987-88 PDP course. (The other mentor/facilitator died in
the early 1990s.) This participant was selected to provide an understanding of prior
regional planning for the PDP, in particular its accountability requirements and
evaluation phase. She was also interviewed regarding the differing operations of the two
Metropolitan East collegial teams before their amalgamation in 1989 and the resulting
culture of the combined collegial group after amalgamation.
Group D (Table 3.2) provided the major focus of the study. Members of this group
were chosen because of their continued membership in the collegial group established in
1987. They were interviewed to determine the impact of the PDP on their professional
learning and welfare, define the role of collegiality and determine the contribution of
their collegial group in their development as principals. Their interviews were aimed at
determining shared perceptions and uncovering disconfirming experiences. Their
interviews were triangulated with artefacts, group records, course documentation,
surveys, focus group activities and reflective stories to seek a rich description of the
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group’s dynamics, activities, stages and longevity. Pseudonyms have been used for the
participants in this category because of the likelihood of their identification.
Group E (Table 3.2) were people from another NSWDE region who jointly participated
with group D only in the residential phases of the course. Two participants were
interviewed to confirm and disconfirm trends emerging from the analysis of group D
data about the conditions of collegiality and the role of the facilitator. These were
structured interviews in order to compare their collegial experiences and the operations
of their collegial groups.
Group F (Table 3.2) consists of six contemporary NSWDET principals two of whom
were also training advisors at the time of their interviews. Their views were sought to
familiarise the researcher with perceptions of the current role of the principal and
professional development provisions by the NSWDET for principals and aspiring
educational leaders. The participants were interviewed regarding their role, their
knowledge of recent leadership training initiatives and to determine their access to, or
experience with collegial networks. They played a minor role in the study, except for
the significant contribution of one participant, Nan, who provided a description of a day
in the life of a principal in 2001. This was used to compare with an artefact from 1979,
a poem by a participant in category A. The participants in group F mainly provided
background information. Where they are cited, the six have chosen to be identified by
pseudonyms. Two principals are near retirement age. One of these two could also fit
into category B and category E as she was both a consultant in another early PDP
implementation, and a course participant in a later implementation. The other four
participants have significant years before attaining their retirement age one having just
begun her principalship.
3.5.2 Interviewing Process
After an initial focus group meeting with group D, which preceded the official
collection of data, interviews were conducted with selected participants from all groups
followed by an initial manual coding and analysis of emerging themes. This informed
another sequence of interviews allowing more focussed probing. With each sequence
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the data were collected, transcribed and analysed to inform the focus of the next round
of interviews in the various participant categories.
When conducting interviews aimed at collecting historical data I operated in the
informal interactive style identified by Lather (1986), which involves a two-way
exchange of views. With this technique it is acceptable to manoeuvre the interviewee
into the area of interest in which I was seeking clarification. I soon realised this
technique was also overlapping into the interviews aimed at collecting reflective
storying, which was detrimental to the participant’s ownership of her/his story and
emphasis. The natural tendency to construct the interview came from my strong
knowledge base in the position of a long-term member of the collegial group. As I
undertook preliminary analysis of this data I realised how much I was leading the
participant and how my voice and my emphasis was governing the responses of some
participants. I subsequently modified my approach to incorporate both promptings
aimed at contextual clarification and the open ended tell me your experience approach.
In certain circumstances individuals were later contacted informally by phone or email
to clarify points that may have been ambiguous or that might lead to other sources of
information. These were usually minor details. The telephone and email were also used
to locate three potential, unnamed, participants who, after providing answers to my
preliminary hunches, were discounted as participants. Their responses provided
information, which helped to curb my direction and contain the scope of the study.
3.5.3 Privacy Issues
It is possible that individuals interviewed may be identifiable by the descriptions of their
school sites and other personal information. This was explained to all contributors in
accordance with the University Human Ethics procedure. Participants were offered the
use of pseudonyms and even though this was not an option chosen by any participant
the data collected was so specific and identifying that pseudonyms were used for all of
the principals in the study. References to individuals in other categories were
maintained as they represent the historical record. In instances where participants in
their interviews or narratives identified persons by name these too have been changed to
pseudonyms and noted as such where considered necessary.
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3.5.4 Data Analysis of Interviews
The NUD.IST 4 software package was used in very specific ways in the qualitative
analysis of both interview and historical survey data (see 3.5.3). The interview data
were imported into the program and a set of nodes or themes was generated from the
participant’s responses to semi-structured interview questions. The text search tool was
used extensively to search for occurrences of specific words or strings of words, which
were then indexed at the requisite node. This allowed for validation of initial manual
methods of analysis on the printed copies of interview transcripts. The program was
also used to follow hunches generated from extensive memos as questions were asked
of the data, for example to further examine if the perceived absence of competition in
the group’s operation was widely held as a group norm.
NUD.IST 4 allowed me to examine my approach to interviewing from a distance and
helped me to recognise early in the data collection the assumptions under which I was
operating. Analysis of the earlier interviews revealed a non-acceptable dominance of my
knowledge and an interrogative approach, which I was using to get the responses that
reinforced my own view of the truth. This was based on an attempt to resurrect the past
in historical accuracy. While there is a rigorous triangulation of data to establish the
historical context there were some pre-emptive approaches identified by NUD.IST in
my interview techniques. By utilising historical artefacts such as the participants’ 1993
questionnaires and group photographs, the participants’ fading memories were refreshed
by such clarifications. The technique was effective but in at least two instances it led the
participants directly where I wanted them to go and may have limited potentially rich
input by these participants. However, the availability of artefacts of the group’s
activities and documents from the PDP course proved invaluable both for prompting
memories and sharpening the focus of participants and also allowing the researcher to
validate or falsify the accuracy of times, events and places. They helped to sign-post
where the group’s purpose moved in new directions.
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3.6 Focus Group Activities
Wellington (2001, p.124) argues that ‘focus groups are often seen as best for giving
insights of an exploratory or preliminary kind (Krueger, 1994). But they can also be a
stand-alone, self-contained way of collecting data for a research project, i.e. as a
primary method (Morgan, 1988, p. 10).’ Focus groups were used in both these ways
throughout this research. As the following descriptions of four focus group activities
will show, they were more than just group interviews. Focus groups allowed for the
exchange of ideas, the observation of group dynamics and also served to prompt
memories and provoke varying perspectives of the same ideas and phenomena. The
final focus group stood alone as a way of enriching and confirming many of the
emerging findings from the data. Responses and the group synergy added weight to the
insights gleaned through other methods of interviews, surveys and artefacts.
Four focus group activities were held during the course of the investigation between
July 2001 and September 2003. Historically the collegial group has met in picturesque
surroundings with access to good food and beverages. It has long been the group’s
practice to incorporate a session on professional issues at such meetings so it was
acceptable, and even natural to have time set aside to discuss the research design,
methodology, preliminary findings and points of clarification during the scheduled
meeting times.
3.6.1 Focus Group Activity One
This was held at the beginning of the study on 8 July 2001 on a small island with
conference facilities hired by the group for a social picnic meeting. It was accessible
only by boat, which was supplied and operated by one of the members. Ten out of
twelve participants were in attendance and partners were included. The business of this
focus group was brief and more in the nature of an exploratory exercise to gauge the
interest of the group and guide my submission to the University’s ethics committee to
conduct the research. It was structured to venture some hunches and seek clarification
on some aspects of the members’ backgrounds. The group members who were present
informally agreed to participate in the proposed methods including interview, focus
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groups and surveys and provide documentation when requested. Two individual
interviews were also conducted that day on a separate section of the island with
members who were still operating as principals and who felt the setting would be more
conducive to reflection than at their school sites. Both these interviews were
comparatively thin and slanted with different emphasis to the majority of other group D
interviews. The opportunity to take advantage of the meeting for the dual purpose of
interviewing individuals was not an effective strategy. Both of these participants (Paul
and Melba) provided follow-up written clarifications to broaden their interview data.
3.6.2 Focus Group Activity Two
This was conducted before the doctoral proposal stage and was held in the home of one
of the members in an idyllic situation overlooking the water on 16 September 2001. It
was preceded by a letter to the twelve members formally explaining my interest in
undertaking the study and the intention of translating its implications at the next
collegial meeting. Members were asked to bring along any memorabilia that might be
useful to our discussions including photographs of collegial events and old work diaries.
This was a very important meeting as it negotiated a new context for collegial group
participation, creating the conditions for new meanings. It influenced the scope and
methodology and the expected participation of group D and other participants in the
process.
For my purposes the second focus group activity was of the kind Wellington (2001)
terms exploratory. It was designed to renegotiate my place in the group as formally one
of participant observer who might be permitted to collect new information and use
reified artefacts collected informally under previously negotiated participation. As a
member of this community I:
•

determined the level of interest in formalising my hitherto informal collection of
data on the group;

•

sought their permission to undertake the project and involve other participants;

•

gauged the likelihood of their sustained interest as participants for the duration
of the study;

•

conducted an activity to classify, date, and label many of the photographs of the
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group’s history and observed and filmed the discussion related to the
photographs;
•

explained the University’s Human Ethics guidelines outlining the requirements
for using our artefacts, questionnaires, interviews and reflective stories.

Ten of the twelve members were in attendance. The other two responded in writing after
the focus group. The session involved members in reading a draft of the ethics
submission, which included the purpose, design and methodology and a letter seeking
their agreement to participate. This outlined the boundaries of their approval and my use
of the information gathered from the various sources of data. There was emphasis
placed on their access through intended member checking/clarification sessions and
their right to withdraw information at any time. The question of participation was not an
issue for any member and the discussion related to sharpening the purpose and raising
further questions that could guide the inquiry. From the outset there was interest and
encouragement for the project. The group adopted its former practice of sharing in one
of its member’s professional growth and enjoyed the involvement in shaping the
parameters of a study. This meeting revealed an interest by the members present in
having their story told, but more strongly a deep commitment to sharing the findings,
which they assumed would be favourable, to help current principals. With the group’s
permission the session was videotaped and the activity closed with members sorting and
classifying photographs, jointly determining the dates and locations of previous
collegial activities. This video is a valuable source of data, recording rich dialogue and
interaction, both tacit and explicit, of this community. The activity provided a good
example of how the traditional practice of the group and the collective’s respect for the
practice resulted in new knowledge, or as Wenger’s (1998) theory suggests ‘the duality
of participation and reification, (are) constituents intrinsic to the process of negotiating
meaning’ (p.66).
3.6.3 Focus Group Activity Three
This focus group was held at a restaurant on 12 July 2002 and was preceded by a
mailed-out package. This included an activity, which was a redoing of their 1987
learning style inventory for completion prior to the restaurant meeting. It also contained
a survey containing three questions for completion and discussion on the day. The
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three questions were related to the amalgamation of the two groups and the value of the
PDP course modules at the school level. As interview data had shown various views and
many differences of opinion on how the groups amalgamated, so too did this exercise.
Consequently I returned to artefacts of diary and calendar sources to validate the time
and circumstances related to amalgamation.
The mailed-out learning style activity asked participants to revisit their learning style
inventories completed prior to their involvement in the first residential of the PDP in
1987 to determine if that fitted their perception of their operational style and themselves
as learners then and now. It was collected on the day and taken away for collation and
comparison (see again Appendix 5). Eight of the twelve participants were in attendance
and members who did not attend this meeting sent their responses through the mail. The
aims of this exercise were to:
•

consider similarities and differences in operational/learning style between the
members who once made up the northern group with those who once made up
the southern group. The hunch coming from early analysis of the interviews was
that there were two different ways of organising learning experiences operating
in each group prior to their amalgamation. The intention was to learn if there
was something about the mix of their various learning styles that led to their
specific operational characteristics or that made them compatible learners;

•

prompt their memories. Did they still remember their original results? Was this a
useful exercise in the PDP course that helped them work in groups and in their
schools as early principals? Did they still have copies of their original results?
Did they perceive their repeated result to be the same as they had scored fifteen
years earlier? Did they think they had changed? Did they think it was an
accurate depiction of their style?

•

gain a wider profile of the participant beyond my perception of them as a
member of the collegial group;

•

put participants into an active role to engage them in the research activity and
keep them motivated about the collection of data;

•

provide an activity that would help individuals refocus on the goals of the PDP
and the learning strategies it employed.
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3.6.4 Focus Group Four
This was the major focus group activity of the research and was a carefully planned
event aimed at clarifying and confirming many of the emerging findings from the data.
It was conducted on Father’s Day, Sunday 7 September 2003 at Jennie’s school. and
was preceded by two mailed-out packages of preliminary findings. One was sent in May
as stimulus material for individual follow-up (see Appendix 6) and one of ten pages of
assertions in August on which participants were encouraged to write their responses to
bring to the focus group meeting (see Appendix 7).
The participants received the May 2003 readings by email, which included an attached
table, showing three categories with tentative inclusions of conditions for collegiality
and associated definitions. Some participants were unable to open the attachments and
some of these people received hard copies. Participants were approached individually,
by phone or in face-to-face meetings, to elicit their modifications prior to the focus
group.
The second pre-focus group mail-out, of ten pages of readings, in August 2003
included:
•

an explanation of the aims of the forthcoming session and the method of
recording their responses;

•

a depiction of the historical context and operation of the PDP;

•

a description of historical factors of the collegial group;

•

assertions on the unique aspects of the PDP;

•

three major findings underpinning a model and definition of collegiality;

•

assertions on a number of stages of the collegial group including a detailed
chronology and characteristics appearing in each stage.

On the day of the focus group participants were asked to respond to specific
propositions and questions based on all their pre-reading to confirm, clarify or challenge
findings on:
•

stages of the group and their identification;

•

the conditions of collegiality;

•

the nature of the group’s collegiality and operation.
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All written comments on the assertions in the pre-reading material were collected for
incorporation into the data and at the conclusion participants were asked to locate
diaries from the 1991 period where there were some gaps in historical data. Participants
also decided that pseudonyms should be used for their identities in the final report.
The session was filmed, audio-taped and scribed to obtain the maximum amount of
data. The aim of the focus group was to respond to:
•

assertions defining stages of the group;

•

findings on the nature and conditions of collegiality;

•

a proposition about the unity of the collegial group.

The activities on the day included a celebratory revisit of Jennie’s sixteen-year journey
and achievements in that school since her appointment there at the beginning of the
PDP (see Jennie’s story, Chapter Six). After a tour of the school, the formal focus group
activity was conducted. Six of the twelve participants attended. Three were out of the
country (Anton and Cornel), two were ill (Janette and Melba), two were interstate
(Roland and Andonia) but Andonia made written and verbal responses to the prereading while Roland’s partner attended to represent his support and act as the scribe to
help with the data collection. (Roland made individual comments on the findings of this
exercise at a special clarification meeting.) After the focus group, some stayed on for a
picnic and jazz in the park at Jennie’s community residential common while others left
to have the rest of Father’s Day with their families. It was a measure of the goodwill of
these participants that they made an effort to attend on Father’s Day.
The other dimension for the participant observer was to confirm hunches about the
contemporary operational nature of the group. I collected data to analyse whether the six
members of the group present practised the behaviours and attitudes hypothesised as
characterising the fourth stage of the group. Analysis of the audio and video tape
recordings allowed a comparison between the way that participants reported their
collegial behaviour, attitudes and structures in the earlier stages of the group and the
interactions observable from the video and audio data.
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At this point I was guided by Spradley’s (1980) advice to the participant observer:
…you will have to maintain a dual-purpose: You will want to seek to
participate and to watch yourself and others at the same time. Make
yourself explicitly aware of things that others take for granted. It will be
important to take mental pictures with a wide-angle lens, looking beyond
your immediate focus of activity. You will experience the feeling of
being both insider and outsider simultaneously. As you participate in
routine activities, you will need to engage in introspection to more fully
understand your experience. (p.58)

3.7 Surveys
One PDP participant referred to as Trudi contributed minimally to the data. She
preferred not to be interviewed and requested a written survey. She was one of two
participants in the 1987-88 PDP northern Metropolitan East collegial team who left the
group after the completion of the course and before the two groups amalgamated. She
did not like the role of Principal and returned to the position of Deputy Principal. Her
response was sought as she may have provided disconfirming evidence on the role of
the collegial group in her professional development. The survey was a very poor
substitute for the semi-structured interview. It was an informal mixture of “remember
this” prompts with archival photographs from the course residential experience and
chatty inclusion of “this is my story what is yours?” The survey was tailor-designed
after the first sequence of interviews had been manually coded which indicated some
specific themes that could be included in her survey questions (such as: ‘did you discuss
relinquishing the principalship with your collegial group’?). Analysis of her responses
provided useful facts, directions to other sources and some insights into her perceptions,
but as a method the data produced were thin in comparison with the descriptions
provided by other participants through interview. These data have been used only
minimally to identify aspects of the residential course and collegial meetings during the
PDP.
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3.7.1 Survey of learning style
As previously mentioned, the learning style inventory, given to PDP participants fifteen
years earlier as a course requirement, was repeated (see Appendix 5). There was one
hundred percent participant response to the request to repeat the learning style
inventory. It was enjoyed by the participants and proved to be a good talking point
around how we were at the time, but in analysing these data it is doubtful how much can
be inferred about the clustering of similar learning styles in 1987 as most did not have
their original results. The extrapolation of assumed consistency in learning style over a
fifteen year period and its impact on group dynamics lies more in the realm of
‘interesting’ than in ‘conclusive’ findings. However, as a research strategy, it was a
motivational tool that kept the interest of the participants in the process and encouraged
further support for focus group involvement. Some conclusions have been drawn about
the link between certain learning and operational styles and the outcome of the group’s
amalgamation and subsequent character.
3.7.2 Survey on the participants’ history in NSWDE before their principalship
The purpose of this survey was to gain a wider profile of the participants’ experience
beyond my perception of them as a member of their collegial group and to check their
knowledge of antecedent courses prior to the PDP (see Appendix 8). Questions
underlying this survey were related to the sustainability processes of the group and to
determine if a high proportion of members had system experience outside schools. The
surveys were returned at a collegial social dinner meeting on March 7, 2003. Seven out
of the twelve collegial group members responded to this member checking/clarification
survey. The other five had alluded to their previous experiences during their interviews.
3.7.3 Survey on conditions of collegiality
A preliminary list of findings on the conditions of collegiality (see also section on focus
groups, 3.6.4) was distributed to case study participants as a stimulus to encourage them
to think about the conditions of collegiality and categories for such conditions. The
survey was designed to collect information that would guide the researcher on the
suitability of the classifications of data as well as to familiarise participants with
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material for discussion at a focus group session. Because of the complexity of this
material, participants were approached individually to further discuss this material.

3.8 Participant Stories
Participant stories were included to determine the biographical nature of their personal
interaction with the context of this study over time. Five stories have been collected
using a life history approach, a technique that is used and defined variously in the
literature (Bruner, 1987; Butt & Raymond, 1989; Butt, Raymond & Yamagishi, 1988;
Connelly & Clandinin, 1987; Dimmock & O’Donoghue, 1997). It was not difficult to
elicit reflective stories of personal and professional knowledge from those accustomed
to allowing their collegial group members to explore, discuss and assist them with the
clarification of their deeper thinking.
The utilisation of more than one technique was dictated by the initial data collection
where obvious opportunities presented for extending participant responses into either
biographies or autobiographies. While any of the thirteen major participants could have
been chosen to provide authentic stories, the fact that specific personal reflections were
solicited from individuals was primarily based on their ability to express dissenting
views, show context and exhibit feelings in their interviews, focus group activities and
in the archival records.
In the selection of stories, the power of specific participant responses to deliver meaning
that would inform the outsider also had to be weighed against the need to represent the
demographics of the group. The criteria for selection therefore also provided a
representative coverage of the group’s gender, school sector, geographic team
membership and age.
The methodological approach promoted by Butt et al. (1989) was used in Veronica’s
story to show ‘the depth of personal history and experience, both in terms of … (her)
personal private world, the social world and the professional world’(p.102). As
demonstrated by the group’s artefacts and the observations of the participant researcher,
Veronica’s deeply felt educational convictions had regularly been written and discussed
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by the group over time. The collegial group members knew her capacity for personal
reflection as she often sought collaborative clarification of her ideas and leadership
practice. Her story-telling ability was naturally appealing, standing out in all the forms
of raw data she supplied. The inclusion of her story was of importance for
contextualising and personalising the spirit of the NSWDE.
Jason’s story was written when he was encouraged to expand on his experiences after
his interviews and written texts were analysed. His original audio-taped interviews
revealed some surprises and some emotional power that begged further exploration.
Jennie’s story was totally constructed from her well-flowing interview which was
returned to her as a draft narrative to approve, modify or reconstruct. It is a powerful
account of the real struggle she experienced as a new principal. At her retirement
function in December 2004 it was interesting to note how she utilised the story when
she spoke about her involvement with her collegial group.
My own story was constructed using the historical tradition to avoid the creation of a
new, more informed autobiography, sanitised by the findings of this research. In a more
anthropological way I amalgamated written texts from archival records as snapshots.
These primary sources were actual records of my thinking about the PDP, collegiality
and my professional growth over time and included personal artefacts from the group’s
archival collection of my presentations on its behalf during our operation. This method
also acted as a journaling of my thoughts. Artefacts included:

•

a talk delivered with another collegial group member to an audience of neophyte
principals undertaking the next implementation of the PDP in 1988;

•

a report prepared for the formal evaluation requirement of the course;

•

a work-shop paper on collegiality delivered at a conference in Canada compiled
from the questionnaire responses in 1993.

The final story is that of Paul who has championed the promotion of the collegial
concept from the beginning of the PDP until his final years as a principal up to and
including his retirement speech in December 2004. It was constructed using a
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combination of the historical and autobiographic praxis methods. The biographic
information of his knowledge was collected from various historical artefacts showing
the dynamic movement of his knowledge and its ongoing evolution over a seventeenyear period. These snapshots over time had already been subject to dialogue with the
rest of the group. His archival faxes showed that he regularly explored the views (shared
and disconfirming voices) of the group to clarify his understandings. His story is a
combination of his publicly expressed personal feelings and his private conversations
about his involvement in the triad and wider group. These were combined with sections
from his interview responses as a draft for his editing and approval, the method
described by Butt et al. as autobiographic praxis. His story is a participatory
reconstruction from his multiple contributions to the group’s archival collection. It
allowed a glimpse of what he considered to be sustainable and transferable in the
concept of collegiality over time and emphasised the welfare aspects of collegiality. The
excerpts included were derived from:

•

his response to a 1993 questionnaire;

•

a videotaped professional development activity in 1995;

•

faxes in 1996 to support a group name and lecture circuit role for the team;

•

a course on collegiality he conducted for another NSWDE region in 1997;

•

his submission on principals’ welfare to NSW Primary Principals Council in
2001;

•

his 2001 interview;

•

his curriculum vitae supplied as a response to a member checking/clarification
exercise survey in 2002;

•

the fourth focus group meeting in 2003;

•

a written summation in 2003 of what he believed collegiality meant to himself
and the group;

•

his retirement speech in December 2004.

No intrusive analysis or reinterpretation of these stories was undertaken in the belief
that narrative is an orientation that is in itself both method and content and transcends
academic disciplines (Rossiter, 2002). This stand-alone quality was also respected in the
inclusion of the contemporary day in the life of a principal solicited from Nan
(pseudonym) in 2001. Their major strength was to provide individual perspectives
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and a feeling for the prevailing tone or mood of the times. The inclusion of such large
chunks of uninterrupted data were not, however, without analysis. This appears
elsewhere in the discussion of this case and together with the stories of the five
participants informs the development of classifications of conditions of collegiality,
definitions and understanding of the changing role of the principal.

3.9 Methods Represented Throughout the Thesis
The design as outlined in this chapter is multifaceted. Various facets will be emphasised
more or less in the following chapters. In Chapter Four, there is a stress on
contextualising the study using historical documentation and interviews with
participants and designers associated with both antecedent professional development
courses and the PDP. Chapter Five relies on similar methods with data drawn from PDP
documentation and interviews with PDP participants and organisers. Chapter Six uses a
selection of stories from the major participants in the Metropolitan East collegial group
while Chapter Seven discusses the thematic analysis of focus group findings, participant
observation, interviews from collegial group members and artefacts, specifically faxes,
to determine the nature and stages of collegiality. In the following chapter (Chapter
Four) the emphasis on literature, analysis of historical documentation and interviews set
the scene of social and institutional factors relevant to the experiences of PDP
participants and their professional development by the NSWDE.
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Chapter 4
Professional Development of Principals by the New South
Wales Department of Education from 1973 to 1987
4.1 Introduction
This chapter focuses on the training of NSW government school principals and their
evolving role from the early 1970s. It addresses the social, political and educational
milieu which characterised the era prior to the Professional Development of Principals
Course (PDP) in 1987. Essentially the period was typified by democratising and
decentralising elements, which resulted in rapid social change. The chapter examines
the response of the NSW Department of Education to the training of principals in this
climate and connects the antecedent practices of the 1970s with the subsequent
development and implementation of the PDP in 1987. The educational charter of the
Commonwealth Schools Commission and the response to its funding by the NSW
Department of Education underpins the professional training initiatives covered in this
discussion. The chapter also seeks to frame the experience of the participants in this
case study in a period of rapid social change leading up to 1987.
From the examination of literature, Commonwealth Schools Commission reports,
Departmental documentation and interview responses, three NSWDE professional
training initiatives emerged as the most significant approaches provided for adult
learning by the NSWDE prior to the PDP. These were known as:
•

the Stage courses (from 1974 to 1978);

•

the Strand courses (from 1978 to1984);

•

the Total School Development Program (TSDP) (from 1980 to 1985).

Their setting encompassed the era of the Commonwealth Schools Commission (CSC),
which operated from 1973 to 1988. As with most reflective description of historical
events the semblance of logical sequence is deceptive. Participants in this section of the
research indicated that changes in the design of in-service offerings and coinciding
policy and practices were not always neatly connected or linear in development.
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4.2 Social and Political Context of the 1970s
New expectations of schools and their leaders, which started filtering through from the
Commonwealth Government in the 1970s, and which had been incorporated into policy
by 1987, particularly related to a more empowered community. Teachers, principals and
executive staff in schools received additional training and continuing education
throughout this period to ensure that they could meet the challenges of change and
diversity. As in other western countries, the 1970s was a time of radical and rapid social
change in Australia, coming after the space race of the 1960s. All of the case study
participants were teaching at the time of the lunar landing. ‘I was a science teacher who
started at the time of Sputnik and was influenced by the need for Australia and the US
to improve their delivery of science programs if we were to match the apparent progress
in the USSR.’ (James, Interview, 28 March 2004)
The era brought with it demands for greater inclusivity and democratisation of
traditional structures. Major impacts included the consciousness-raising actions of peace
and liberation movements, equal pay legislation, the NSW Anti-discrimination Act,
Aboriginal rights, multiculturalism, the end of the Australian involvement in the
American-Vietnam War, the progressive nature of the new and controversial labor
government (known as the Whitlam era after the then Prime Minister), and movements
away from Australia’s traditional ties with Britain (symbolised by many changes, one
being a new National Anthem in 1977).
Themes typical of the era included radical movements that challenged traditional
educational structures. The writings of Postman and Weingartner (1969), Freire (1970)
and Illich (1971) were in this category. New schools of thought emanating from
psychology and sociology influenced educational philosophy (Bruner, 1966; Vygotsky,
1978). Studies highlighted gender as a factor affecting the performance of males and
females (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974) and sexist assumptions underpinning school
practices and authority patterns were being questioned (Frazier & Sadker, 1973). The
domination of leadership by males and the definitions of male and female roles in
society were under examination (Yates & Yates, 1978; Commonwealth Schools
Commission, 1975b). The business field began examining the model of the male
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manager, legitimising outward expression of empathy in interpersonal communication
(Maccoby, 1976). In literature, ‘Jonathan Livingston Seagull’ (Bach, 1973) promoted
independence, risk-taking, searching for excellence and individual freedom while ‘Zen
and the Art of Motorcycle Maintenance’ (Pirsig, 1974) achieved cult status promoting
alternatives for males trapped in the value rigidity of western socialisation. The
traditional model of educational leadership and the dominant operational culture of
schools were subject to influences such as these and began to adapt to rapid change.
There was a humanistic flavour to these new trends (Schmuck & Schmuck, 1974).
Social changes also affected the curriculum, dovetailing with calls for reform of
traditional teaching methods that were emerging at the beginning of the 1970s
(Bruner, 1971; Gagné, 1974; Glasser, 1969; Rogers, 1969). Integrated approaches to
theory and pedagogy, which promoted dynamic, interactive spiralling models (Taba,
1962) competed alongside traditional objectives–based behavioural approaches as
educators juggled the ambiguity of the times (Boomer, 1973).

4.3 The Commonwealth Schools Commission
A crucial outcome of the newly elected national labor government in 1973 was the
establishment of the Commonwealth Schools Commission (CSC). Its role and operation
were based on the recommendations of the Karmel report to the Commonwealth
government on schools in Australia (Karmel, 1973). The report provided a point of
reference for changed thinking on education. According to McKinnon (1983), who was
the first chair of the CSC, the key values underpinning the Karmel report were
‘devolution’ and ‘involvement.’ Karmel (1973) meant by this, less centralised control
over the operation of schools, stating that:
…responsibility should be devolved as far as possible upon the people
involved in the actual task of schooling, in consultation with the parents
of the pupils whom they teach and at senior levels, with the students
themselves. (pp.11-12)
The Schools Commission Act of 1973 and the States Grants (Schools) Act of 1973 were
121

passed by the Commonwealth government and incorporated most of the
recommendations of the Karmel Report (Tannock, 1980, p.7). Subsequently the Schools
Commission was established in 1973 and, according to Tannock (who also chaired the
CSC in the 1980s), ‘the Commission (had) no authority or governing control over any
school or student in Australia (and was) constituted as an advisory body… (with) wide
ranging functions as distinct from powers’ (p.9).
This study’s focus on the CSC is limited to its educational agenda up until the time of
its demise in 1988 and the articulation of its charter into the professional development
programs of NSW State government schools. Specifically the CSC-funded ‘school
improvement’, ‘innovations’ and ‘teacher development’ in-service programs. In essence
the CSC will be viewed narrowly as an advisory funding body with a progressive
agenda that funded developmental activities for practising teachers and administrators in
government (and non-government schools and systems) and for parent groups. It was:
…governed by intersystemic representative committees at State and regional
level which approve(d) expenditures to enable conferences, courses and other
relevant activities proposed by teachers, administrators and parents to go
forward. (Commonwealth Schools Commission, 1978, p.89)
4.3.1 Commonwealth Schools Commission Priorities
The CSC educational agenda called for a changed ideology for schooling that involved
school-developed curriculum, constructivist methodologies, questioning supervisory
practices, flatter school organisation, teacher-to-teacher collaboration, wider community
awareness and involvement and consequently the provision of in-service training to
achieve such outcomes (Beare, 1975). The CSC was as interested in changing
bureaucratic power structures as it was in improving educational practice. This included
reducing internal and external barriers to power sharing, communication, cooperation
and understanding. For example the CSC advised that teacher development programs
should ‘develop a variety of relationships among the different groups and individuals
contributing to the school… and thus help break down many of the barriers imposed by
traditional structures’ (Commonwealth Schools Commission, 1975, p.262). Gamage
(1996) noted in his historical overview of the rise of school-based management in
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Australia that there was resistance to power sharing. He cited the CSC report of 1975 to
restate the argument that, ‘if real devolution of authority is to be achieved, it will be the
relationship between school and community that provides an alternative accountability
to bureaucratic surveillance’ (p.33).
Of particular interest is the Schools Commission’s belief that school improvement
should occur through, ‘attention to both the school as an entity and to the people
associated with the school: its teachers, parents and community’ (Commonwealth
Schools Commission, 1981a, p.409). The intention of the CSC was to develop the
individual and collaboratively bring change to the school. As further noted in the 1981
CSC report for the triennium 1982-1984:
Development for teachers and other people involved in the school can be
promoted very effectively through teachers and other members of the
school community working on problems and developing creative
solutions on the job… Although directed towards overall institutional
improvement, an integral part of the school improvement program will be
the enhancement of the capacities of the individuals. (p.418)
A specific collaborative approach encouraged by the CSC for helping schools move
from traditional practices and assess school improvement initiatives was the use of
action research. By the 1980s the work of Kemmis (1980) Grundy and Kemmis (1981)
and Carr and Kemmis (1986) was applied to practice in the Australian schools context
as a framework for action research. Evans (1980) linked this with the theory of society
proposed by Habermas (1974) which was influential at this time. Evans maintains that
the practical strategies of Kemmis et al. with the underpinning theory of Habermas
provided a methodology and a philosophy that enabled participants to collaborate on
improving pedagogy and reassessing traditional practices.
Training educators to meet such challenges was a major focus of the CSC. In its report
for the triennium 1982-1984 (Commonwealth Schools Commission, 1981b) the CSC
recommended site-based improvement projects as a strategy for assisting both
individual professional development as well as institutional development. Such
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projects would support ‘members of the school community working on problems and
developing creative solutions on-the-job’ (p.418). It further promoted the use of changeoriented strategies for ongoing appraisal of the school by its community (pp.410-411).
Involved with this movement was a growing recognition of adult learning needs
(Knowles, 1978). The CSC had acknowledged this emerging understanding and used it
as a basis for encouraging alternative professional development strategies for teachers
as the following quote suggests:
…teachers and organisers have been influenced by recent insights into
the ways in which adults increase their knowledge and enhance their
skills. Visits to other schools… participation in cooperative workshops,
training courses in sensitivity and group dynamics, projects involving
relationships between their schools and their communities… are some of
the many initiatives, which have been utilised and could be further
expanded. (Commonwealth Schools Commission, 1975, pp.223-226)
However McCulla (1994) asserts that while action research and alternative responses to
adult learning became a feature of the 1970s and 1980s there was still an emphasis on
individualised learning for adults. He describes a mismatch between the growing
understanding of process pedagogy and the slow response to its application to
andragogy:
Australian schools throughout this time had a lively interest in both
student and adult learning (see for instance Grundy and Kemmis 1981;
Kemmis 1982: Boomer 1990)… schools in the 1970s and 80s, especially
primary schools, tended to be process oriented in their teaching but
individually orientated in their training and development programs.
(p.14)
Loucks-Horsley (1994) demonstrated in her summary of the advancement of staff
development that seven closely related and overlapping areas associated with adult
learning had developed over a twenty-five year period. The CSC’s priorities can be
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seen as pioneering in this time frame. Between 1973 and 1983 it fostered the importance
of adult learning for community involvement in changing practices, site based inservice and action research which were progressive undertakings when considered in
relation to Loukes-Horsley’s following categories:
1) the recognition of the importance of staff development moving from an add-on
luxury or optional item to being recognised as a necessity for both large and
small scale reform;
2) understanding of the learning process where staff developers have explored
both the meaning and the application of adult learning;
3) commitment to the development of learning communities where the process of
co-learning operates for both young people and adults;
4) development of a strong research base from the pioneering work of Joyce and
Showers through action research and study of professional networks to the
search for the factors contributing to professional growth;
5) attention to the complexity of change, the deepening understanding of what it
means to change fundamental understandings, beliefs and strategies resulting in
a broader concept of organizational development. This includes the school as the
locus of decision making, an understanding of clear vision, strategic direction
and culture and specifically the requirements of certain support structures such
as the element of time and the contribution of collaboration;
6) development of alternative models of professional growth where modes for
learning other than the traditional workshop were devised by staff developers;
such as action research, peer coaching, case discussions and professional
networking;
7) exploration of ‘embedded’ learning experiences relates to relevant on-the-job
opportunities for staff development where the school can work together to
develop new and different learning strategies. (pp.7-8)
How NSW state education responded to the progressive agenda of the CSC and how the
professional development programs of the NSW Department of Education reflected the
CSC innovative program guidelines needs to be understood in the context of the NSW
state system.
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4.4 The NSW Department of Education
It is important to acknowledge the size and centralised nature of the Department of
Education in the State of NSW. It is a large systemic organisation which by 1987 was
expending more than $4 billion of the state budget (B. Scott, 1990, p.3). As such it was
bigger than the largest private business in Australia (Crump, 1993, p.66). The
relationship of the CSC with the NSWDE was essentially that of a funding body.
Tannock (1980) argued that ‘the Commission had few if any tangible powers’ (p.9) but
while the CSC did not directly control the policy and practices of the NSWDE, it set a
philosophical agenda for change attached to its funding, operation and reporting
expectations that indirectly influenced state curriculum, policy and practices. For
example, through its ‘Services and Development Program’ (Teacher Development) the
Commission provided funds (to government, non-government schools and systems,
parent and community groups) for joint in-service programs, to be administered in each
state by representative joint in-service committees.
In NSW as in other Australian states, funds were also used to provide administrative
and professional assistance to departmental ‘services divisions’2 to design and conduct
in-service courses. Such courses were to be in line with CSC objectives and policy, and
organised through state, central and regional in-service committees (Commonwealth
Schools Commission 1975b, p.88). The CSC stated that Australian Government support
for services should be based on the following:
a) (Services) should be provided as close as possible to the point where the
learning process usually occurs;
b) The organisation and provision of services and resources should be designed to
be responsive to the demands of the schools and of teachers, who should
interpret their own needs;
c) (Services) should be, as far as possible, directly supportive of the work of the
teacher;

2

Not all state educational systems were administered in directorates or used the same terminology and
unlike the NSWDE, not all schools were governed by centralised bureaucracies
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d) Advisory services should be extended only when the advisers are themselves
practitioners who actively help in the work of the classroom rather than simply
provide expert advice;
e) Improvement of the learning environment and development of the capacity of
the teacher should be primary aims; greater emphasis should be given to
services intended to directly help children;
f) The various services available to schools should be integrated and provided in
the most efficient and economic way;
g) Special provision should be made for the needs of isolated areas on curriculum
theory and pedagogy. (Commonwealth Schools Commission, 1975b, p.257)
These basic principles placed an emphasis on the practical needs of teachers to meet the
local and real needs of students. This emphasis did not specifically highlight the needs
of principals until a CSC review of activities in 1974 and 1975 reinforced that the
Services and Development Program should not be confined to teachers but ‘continue to
be concerned with the development of the capacities of all those involved in the school,
particularly teachers.’ (Commonwealth Schools Commission 1975b, p.262) The report
specifically noted that:
…all who contribute to the successful functioning of schools should be
able to participate in and benefit from developmental activities. The
program until now mainly confined to classroom teachers, should
endeavour to bring together into fruitful relationships teachers,
principals, administrators, ancillary staff, parents, other members of the
community and specialist service staff as well as those engaged in
teacher preparation in tertiary institutions. (1975b, p.262)
Recognition that the principal should be involved in fruitful relationships is a far cry
from today’s understanding of the significant role that the effective principal has on
quality teaching and learning outcomes and the culture of the school (Barth, 1991;
Barth, 1987; Caldwell & Spinks, 1998; Leithwood, 1986).
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The principals in this case study regularly reflected on growing up in the State system.
Max Weber’s (1947) classic work on the nature of bureaucracies is useful for
understanding their cumulative memories. He identified categories of jurisdiction,
administration, procedure and hierarchy that were obvious in the participant’s responses
about their early socialisation into Departmental structure. Beginning their socialisation
into the Department in the 1950s and 1960s they recalled the NSWDE as being rigidly
defined in its administration and procedures, with hierarchical operations and wellunderstood power and authority. They also saw the 1970s as a time of ‘more
progressive thinking, which the NSWDE both embraced and resisted at the same time’
(Veronica, Interview, 19 February 2002). Later restructurings of the Department in the
1980s challenged the rigidly held notions of jurisdiction, administration, procedure and
hierarchy and, by association, the role of the school principal.
This was known as the Scott era, named after the author of a report that aimed to
reculture the bureaucracy in order to build a more responsive state-school system. This
was to be achieved through the impact of legislative regulation and social influences.
These attempts to restructure/reculture the NSWDE were influential in the beginning
years of the participants’ principalships. However, it should be acknowledged that while
the participants’ formative understandings of teaching, learning and administering
education began in the 1950s and ’60s, most indicated in their interviews, stories and
group discussions that as young teachers they were moving away from the rigidity of
their formative experiences. They were stimulated by progressive philosophies of
pedagogy which emerged during the times of the Schools Commission in the 1970s. As
Ramstead recalls, there was ‘an energy stimulated by the idealism of the times and by
the Schools Commission’ (Ramstead, Interview 22 March 2003).

4.5 The Evolving Role of the NSW School Principal
The thirteen PDP case study participants had opportunities to embrace the progressive
educational opportunities available to teachers of the 1970s. Their responses to a survey
of their professional backgrounds show that twelve of the thirteen became curriculum
advisers, educational officers, or consultants to schools. All had been promoted to
executive positions in that period. Veronica recalled in her interviews the tension she
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felt to self-moderate progressive practices based on her well-understood mindset of a
hierarchical, regimented, colonial-flavoured culture that she believed still permeated
school and departmental structures well into that decade (Veronica, Interview, 19
February 2002). Their understanding as young executive teachers was that the
principal’s and executive’s role was defined through a supervisory emphasis on good
behaviour, quiet classrooms, testing, timetables, punctuality, correct student and staff
attire and keeping the parents happy (Roland, Interview, 19 February 2001). The
stereotype of the school leader from the period is characterised in the humour of Helen
Townsend who describes her childhood view of the Australian primary school principal
of the 1950s and ’60s.
Headmasters (sic) were enormously powerful people, known to have
canes of extraordinary length and power in their offices. They also
controlled the public address system, a sort of big brother spy system,
which was one of the major technological and educational advances of
the 1950s. There was usually a bench outside their offices on which
miscreants sat and waited to be called inside. Our Headmaster was
Scottish and he somehow managed to imply that he was personally
deputising on behalf of the Queen. We had the Queen’s picture hanging
in every room. (Townsend, 1988, pp.21-22)
While Townsend reflected through the eyes of a child, the participants in this study also
saw the principal’s role in the ’60s and into the early ’70s as one of remote
disciplinarian. Veronica added weight to this view when she described principals as
authoritarian supervisors whose job it was to ensure that the explicit instructions printed
in the guidelines for teachers (colloquially referred to as the Blue Book) were carried
out. She further illustrated this as follows:
The blue book was issued in 1952 and there were instructions for
everything including how many minutes should be devoted to each area
of the curriculum in each grade. In my early career, principals (and
inspectors) would go through the records and add these things up to see
that the teacher had fulfilled the requirements. Even though the Blue
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Book stated that flexibility was allowed to meet different circumstances,
I never saw that happen! (Veronica, Interview, 19 February 2002)
Such perceptions of the school head and the inflexibility of the role gradually altered as
the responsibilities of the principal began a metamorphosis through the influences of the
1970s and the growth of school self-management through devolution and
decentralisation (Caldwell, 1992). This movement was influenced in Australia by the
CSC’s intervention in education which sought, through the interpretation of the 1973
Schools Commission Act, to equalise educational opportunity and empower the
community to participate more fully in the operation of school education. The
philosophy and funding emphasis of the CSC was aimed at breaking down many of the
barriers imposed by the traditional structures of schools.
The literature indicated that growing democratisation of schools and the accompanying
need for more open educational accountability had an impact on the responsibilities of
educational leaders (Caldwell, 1993; Cameron, 1982). Research into the definition of
the role (Duignan et al., 1984) showed that the principal was expected to be more
actively involved in curriculum development and the achievement of quality educational
outcomes in partnership with parents and teachers.
In an interview, Ramstead, who was a NSWDE principal in 1979, maintained that the
role of the principal began to grow in complexity after the CSC was formed. She
recalled the first of the new wave of professional development being aimed at
principals’ need for learning effective group communication and practice-oriented
supervision to deal with new expectations of their role (Ramstead, Interview, 22 March
2003). This is verified by the literature of the time (Burgoon, Heston & McCroskey,
1974; Goldhaber, 1974; Reddin, 1974; Rogers & Rogers-Agarwala, 1976; Sergiovanni
& Carver, 1973; Sergiovanni & Elliot, 1975; Wiles & Lovell, 1975). A snap-shot of the
era in the form of a poem written by Ramstead in 1979 highlights the tension between
the instructional emphasis, communication and the time devoted to the administrative
components of the principalship. Her poem emphasises supervision by roaming around
and a caring response to her role as a principal.
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A Day in the Life of a Principal. By Florence Ramstead, 1979
“Yes that’s ok
The school grows quiet.

spend away

The last car has gone.

I’ll get the money somehow!”

I am alone at last.

“Unifix? Fine.

Peace descends

And DLP stuff?

on the school

Of course!

on the office

Yes Tina, order that.

on me.

OK Margaret.
~

I heard that Linda!”

I sit at my desk,

And here’s the total

shoes off.

Ah well – what’s money?

Black coffee at hand.

~

Papers strewn
everywhere.

Then Jean awaits.

I sit at my desk and I think,

Flowering plant in hand

what have I achieved today?

to talk some more.

What does a principal do all day?

Dr Jean – I just can’t pronounce her surname.

The day began at half past eight-

But we talk together

Only eight hours ago?

earnestly

It seems like a week!

of educational measurement

It’s hard even to remember

and Piaget

half past eight this morning!

and the implementation

The cleaner waiting for me-

of curriculum development

“Peter’s away!”

~

Get a casual- quick!

But we have to stop.

~

I’ve just remembered

A traveller arrived

Brenda is leaving for an overseas trip.

right on time

I have to discuss

from Modern Teaching Aids.

weighty matters with her,

“Have a coffee?

whilst her class

“The staff won’t be long.”

prepare a surprise party.

They come, They gaze

So we talk

into his modern, portable Aladdin’s Cave.

of children

They look,

and teaching

they want,

and problems and difficulties

I listen and I say,

We communicate.
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We are of an age.

The student council

And we understand each other

arrive at the door

And we share.

eager to talk.

But suddenly the conversation

Shall we proceed with the Talent Quest?

must be halted

Shall we have a disco at the six grade farewell?

and Brenda spirited away

How about the money for Kampuchea?

to her surprise party.

And the animal we sponsor at the zoo?

I follow,

Weighty matters?

surreptitiously,

Not to me

and peep through the window

but to the children?

to see the fun.

yes indeed!

And I remember the Art Prizes!

So I sit at my desk.

And I hurry over

I sit patiently,

to the Infants Assembly

trying not to look at the pile of paper work

and present the prizes

left over from Monday and Tuesday

with suitable comments

and Wednesday and Thursday!

easily uttered,

We plan another meeting

easily forgotten.

for Monday.

And I listed to their singing.

I write it in the diary

And then I return

solemnly.

to my office.
~

~
Bells ring!

Hunger strikes,

We lunch

into the canteen

sumptuously!

into temptation

Presentations to Mary

again!

and to Brenda

Poppy seeded roll in hand

and to Jean…..

I join the staff.

I can’t get my tongue around

Recess

that surname!

and laughing and talking.

~

And then start thinking

I return to my desk

about the surprise lunch

and find a lovely poem

for Brenda and Mary.

from Mary.

Pizza in the oven?

I read it

Check it with Di

it moves me and I must share it.

Then I sit at my desk

I leave my desk

but not for long.

and go to each class
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and talk to each teacher.

We talk,

As I walk across the playground

the mother and I.

I hear my name called.

She tells me of her cares.

I turn

her worries

and look into the smiling face

her problems

of a mother

her concern for her child.

who last week cried in my office

How can she help?

when she shared her problems.

We talk, she leaves,

“its worked out OK” she tells me

armed with Unifix cubes,

and touches me

and promises

shyly

and hope.

on my arm.

~

“Thanks for letting me talk last week”

I write down what I’ve promised

she says.

and turn again

And I smile back

to that pile of papers.

and say

More bells ring

“I’m glad things worked out.”

Brenda arrives to say Farewell

And I feel a bit elated

David comes.

that I was able to help

I sit and listen

one person when she needed

to his plans

someone to listen to her.

for the next six weeks

~

on Brenda’s class

Then I walk into Judy’s room

Judy calls “goodbye”,

and find

Then Margaret arrives.

disaster!

She’s looking for something.

Mother Mouse has rejected three babies!

I listen, but no, I can’t help her,

What shall we do?

and she goes.

I carry them away

~

appearing nonchalant

Do I sit at my desk”?

I later thrust the half-alive mice

Oh no!

unbidden to a quick painless death.

I notice scab insects

~

On the planter palm

I sit at my desk

So I roll up my sleeves

but before I can tackle the pile of papers

And tackle that pest

a mother arrives.

Mary, comes

Can I see her?

She talks and I listen

How can I refuse?

to what this school
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has meant to her

and I think,

Together we go to her car

no I know,

And I bid her goodbye

I’ve lived.

So regretfully.

I’ve been a person

~

I’ve talked

Then I sit at my desk,

and I’ve listened

shoes off

and I’ve heard

black coffee in hand

and I’ve been glad.

papers strewn

~

everywhere

Because today, I have been, ‘just me!’

and I listen

So I sit at my desk,

to my thoughts.

and the cleaner calls

What have I achieved today?

“are you still working?”

What does a principal do all day?

And I listen

Today

and I smile

I talked education

and I say

with a doctor of philosophy from Indonesia

“just finishing.”

I disposed of three rejected mice,

And I drain my cup,

I helped get a lunch,

and put on my shoes,

presented prizes,

and I look at the papers

cleaned scab insects off a plant,

strewn over my desk

I counselled a woman,

and I sweep them away

and I listened;

and I think,

To mothers

on Monday

and children

I’ll sit at my desk

and teachers

and…………….

3

3

Names and identifiable references in this poem have been changed with the approval of the author. Unifix
was a concrete material used in the mathematics program and DLP Stuff refers to resources to support the
Developmental Learning Program for which the school had received a CSC grant of $3000.00, which was a
significant amount of money in 1979. As Ramstead was subsequently selected to be a consultant, promoted to
the inspectorate and later to NSWDE head office policy development responsibility, it is safe to assume that
her interpretation of the role in 1979 is a good model for a principal of that time.
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Another day in the life of a principal written by Nan in 2000 appears in Chapter Eight and
dramatically shows the changed social conditions and the continued escalation of
expectations placed on the performance of the role throughout the time span covered by the
careers of the thirteen participants in this study.
The provision of policy in NSW to meet the greater complexity of the role and
responsibilities of the principal has also grown exponentially since the late 1970s but
initially guidance was evident through the various Directors’ General Memoranda to
Principals. Increasingly these assumed an expectation that democratic procedures would
operate at the school level. For example some Departmental memoranda required principals
to establish advisory community committees for curriculum and management areas. It was
not until the 1980s, however, that guidelines for principals became more specific. This
began with the 1979 Managing the Schools Document (Swan, 1979) and continued in its
specificity with its revision in 1984. The new Managing the Schools Document (Swan,
1979) had a greater emphasis on documenting school planning and procedures. This was
further informed by policy in the 1980s (Winder, 1987) and enhanced after the Education
and Public Instruction Act (1987) which, according to Riordan and Weller (2000), was an
amendment seeking to bring coherence to a plethora of legislation, regulations, and rules
enacted since the initial Public Instruction Act of 1880.
From my own knowledge as a participant in the NSWDE system, it was the responsibility
of the school inspector and the monitoring process of an inspectorial system to ensure that
principals were briefed on the Departmental expectations of their role. Information was
disseminated to principals by inspectors, either individually or at meetings, and guidelines
were formalised through the Departmental Handbook and Determinations. The Handbook
was centrally updated and amendments were communicated to the schools through
memorandum and the regular Gazette. The Gazette contained a section dedicated to
changes to the Handbook. As well as ensuring that these policy changes were implemented
at the school level it was also the principal’s duty to enter all amendments into the school’s
copy of the Handbook.
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This hierarchical system continued until 1990 when Scott’s (1990) review of the
Department of Education entitled ‘School-Centred Education - Building a More Responsive
State-School System’, led to greater decentralisation through major changes in
organisational and managerial policies. Schools became more locally managed and
accountability structures operated through a flatter style of local management. Cluster
Directors, who were expected to liaise with principals through a collegial, rather than topdown approach, replaced inspectors. The Curriculum was also being assessed at this time
through the Carrick Report (1989) and a parliamentary white paper on Excellence and
Equity (New South Wales Ministry of Education and Youth Affairs, 1989).
The introduction of the Education Reform Act in 1990 defined education in NSW to the
current time and heralded a new role statement for principals (NSW Department of School
Education 1992) which supplemented the policy known as the Managing the Schools
document. This next phase of change, characterised by restructuring and even greater
devolution of responsibilities to schools, came after the participants’ involvement in the
PDP formal course. Restructuring, however, became the dominant culture of the
Department during the principalships of the participants and their ongoing involvement in
their collegial support group throughout the 1990s. Devolved decision making, which
began in the seventies and snowballed into the 1990s, is now an operational norm for
schools but, as pointed out by Lingard and Rizvi (1992), the later trends were very different
from the democratic idealism of the 1970s.

4.6 New South Wales Department of Education Response to Professional
Development of Principals from 1973 to 1987
In NSW the institution responsible for funding professional development programs was the
State Development Committee, a representative joint in-service committee that provided
the administrative and professional assistance to departmental services divisions to organise
and conduct in-service courses in line with CSC objectives and policy (Commonwealth
Schools Commission, 1975, p.88). At the end of the 1970s this body, chaired by Carey,
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endorsed a series of twenty statements to depict characteristics of Australian society. They
provide a useful summary of the period. They were seen by Carey (1981) as likely to have
significant impact on education (p.2). The State Development Committee recommended
these descriptors of Australian society as guides for the design of professional development
into the 1980s:
1) There will be a growing problem of helping young people to find identity, security
and personal significance;
2) Society will expect a greater emphasis on vocational training;
3) New technologies will have many complex consequences for society;
4) Resources made available through Governments will increase only marginally;
5) Parents will demand more freedom of choice in the education of their children;
6) All organisations at all levels will be more accountable to society;
7) People will be faced with the need to change careers during their working life;
8) Levels of unemployment will be significantly greater and concentrated in certain
groups;
9) People will have more non-working time;
10) Political influences and interest in education will increase;
11) The media will have greater impact through increased use and developments in
variety, form, immediacy and accessibility;
12) Flexibility and tolerance will become vital in educating people to cope with
increased conflict in all aspects of society;
13) Social interdependence will increase and be manifest through problems with
inflation, urban congestion, pollution and resource shortage;
14) There will be a significant increase in knowledge;
15) More people will show signs of tension, anxiety and nervous strain;
16) Information handling will be more automated;
17) Society will be increasingly pluralistic in nature (multi-ethnic-multi-lingual);
18) The population will include a smaller percentage of children;
19) Society will spawn diversity in educational systems;
20) Australian society will be influenced by the emergence of third world countries
(especially Asia). (p.2)
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These descriptors accompanied a thirty-five-page development program stating the needs,
purposes, aims and objectives for professional development for NSW up until 1983. The
emphasis was still on changing pedagogy. Boomer (1992), also a former chair of the CSC,
asserted that despite the movement for devolution, curriculum change and improved
leadership throughout that era, the dominant pedagogy of schools did not move from
traditional practices. He suggested that an examination of the documents and macro events
might indicate that schooling had gone through dramatic changes but that ‘the modern
history of curriculum in Australia since 1960 might be seen as a history of a systemic
schizophrenia in which official curriculum statements and actual practice in schools have
become progressively incongruent’(p.5).
4.6.1 Philosophical underpinnings influencing education from 1973 to 1987
I searched for a framework that could show the philosophical and theoretical thinking that
was reflected in NSWDE policy documents of the 1970s and 1980s to see how these
meshed with CSC principles. Simpson (1985) provides a useful source. His analysis of a
specific Departmental document, ‘The Aims of Secondary Education’ (NSW Department
of Education, 1973), gives a history of educational ideas in the NSW public school context.
The policy itself was produced by the Directorate of Studies and was a significant
representation of thinking on education at the time. A representative advisory committee
initially issued it in 1973 for public comment. The committee included the Department, the
University of Sydney and members of the public and private school sector. When it was
finalised as the official statement by the NSWDE in 1974 it was after replies had been
received on its content and design from teachers, school inspectors, parents, universities,
trade unions, churches and other organisations.
Simpson’s analysis of this document provides an insight into the competing ideologies that
were encapsulated in educational policy at the time. He identified five clusters of
overlapping approaches as a valid way of classifying the ideas that impacted educational
thinking coming out of the 1960s: the classical approach, the utilitarian approach, the
humanistic approach, the progressive approach and the reconstructionist approach. In-depth
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coverage of these approaches is not required here to understand the historic context in
which this study is set, however, the way in which the various ideologies overlapped during
the rapid political economic and social changes of the CSC era can be summarised by this
passage from Simpson’s work.
The 1973 statement is a document well rooted in the liberal democratic
tradition of western thought. In line with the stress on individualism, which
so dominates the western mind, it places personal development as the
primary focus of educational endeavour. Progressivism, since it represents
an attempt to reconcile the needs of individuals on the one hand and the
development of democratic society on the other, becomes the document’s
central ideological foundation. Such a foundation is not imperilled by any
excesses of humanism which might be seen to promote unthinking self
indulgence in the young, Nor is there any threat from too strong an
acceptance of the reconstructivist dimension with its implied reliance on
revolutionary rather than evolutionary social processes. It could be argued,
however, that in a world increasingly seen as chaotic, a stronger humanist
push towards exploring ways of finding personal meaning … is an
appropriate direction for secondary schools to adopt in the decade ahead.
(Simpson, 1985, p.37)
Simpson asserts that all ideological approaches were operating in 1973, although he has a
bias toward the importance of the humanistic approach, which he describes as developing
the individual potential through such qualities as ‘authenticity, self-realization, total
development, uniqueness, diversity, creativity and spontaneity’ (p.33). He further states that
in the humanistic approach feeling is as important as thinking. In humanistic learning
designs the learner is given opportunities for ‘meaningful self-exploration in a nonjudgemental atmosphere of encouragement and support’ (p.33).
The humanism movement was related to the importance of human relationships in learning
and was characterised ‘by personal affective and authentic encounters between persons’
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(Schmuck & Schmuck, 1974, p.24). The use of the term ‘encounters’ became significant as
Humanism’s influence on professional development related to the use of group process
training. The CSC referred to this generically as ‘courses in sensitivity and group
dynamics’ (Commonwealth Schools Commission, 1975, p.263) and others like Rogers
(Rogers, 1969, 1970) called them encounter groups, or personal growth groups. Rogers is
regularly credited in the literature as one of the most important humanistic psychologist of
this era. His work in humanising organisational cultures through the use of encounter
groups complemented that of Schmuck and Schmuck who were using group dynamics to
teach individuals to make changes in their schools. Both Rogers and Schmuck and
Schmuck shared the basic assumption that ‘contemporary people cannot communicate
meaningfully unless they have learned to do so’ (Schmuck & Schmuck, 1974, p.75).
The following descriptions of NSWDE professional development courses of the 1970s and
1980s will show that these philosophical and theoretical influences were influencing inservice designs. Clearly the NSWDE responded to the professional development needs of
principals from 1973 to 1987 in the same pattern as identified by Loucks-Horsley’s (1994)
summary of staff development (see her seven points in 4.3.1). For example, interviews and
Departmental documents indicate that staff development moved from an add-on luxury to a
necessity and increasingly utilised experiential adult learning modes relevant to the school
site.
This study is essentially interested in the PDP but three antecedent programs were of
significance to the PDP designers and the participants in this case study. They were the
Stage courses, the Strand courses and the Total School Development Program. While they
reflect the evolving philosophical underpinnings of their times and utilise methods typical
of their era, each has elements that were recognisable in the PDP, either deliberately
incorporated or as a result of developmental influence. The following diagram (Figure 4.1)
is useful for reference to the significant antecedent programs. It shows they were discrete
implementations with no intended linkages by the NSWDE between the courses but the
time frame of each indicates the possibility of developmental overlap and philosophical
influence on PDP program designers.
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The Stage Courses
(1,2,3 & 4)
1974-1978
Total School
The Strand Courses
1978-1984

Development Project
The Professional

(TSDP) 1980-1985

Development of

including its earlier design

Principals Collegial

known as the In-service
School Development Project

Course (PDP)
1984-1990
A CSC Project of National
Significance

Figure 4.1: Programs which were of significance to the PDP designers and the
participants in this case study
4.6.2 The Stage Courses from 1974 to 1978
In 1973 the NSWDE established a Division of Services under the Directorship of Carey to
systematise in-service offerings. By the end of 1973 Carey had established a framework
within which ‘in-service could take place in a planned and purposeful way’ (Carey, 1976,
p.1). Development courses for school executives were being designed and trialled even
though there was no imperative from the Commonwealth Schools Commission to mount
specific courses for principals until 1975. By 1974 the In-service Branch, headed by Gaut,
had two development courses for school executives in place called Stage One and Stage
Two, which catered for teachers who had taken up promotions positions. Langshaw, who
along with others assisted in the writing and implementation of Stage courses, recalls that
two more courses, developed in consultation with Walker and Thomas at the University of
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New England, were added to the series when Schools Commission money became
available. These were called Stage Three and Stage Four.
These courses were designed to meet the needs of principals who lacked any
form of systematic professional development to help them with their role at a
time of change when massive Commonwealth money was flowing through
to schools. It was obvious that principals would need to be much more
effective leaders and managers to cope with the changing circumstances.
(Langshaw, Interview, 15 June 2002)
The Stage courses were part of a whole NSWDE Division of Services’ model of In-service
designed as a systematic program of continuing education with the four stages specifically
dedicated to the developmental needs of school executives. According to Gaut (Interview,
24 April 2002) the model was groundbreaking and replaced an ad hoc approach to the
professional development of school principals. This model for in-service education
operated from 1974 to 1978 (see Figure 4.2, overleaf). It included a detailed framework that
covered Skills Courses for Teachers, run at the regional level but resourced centrally. It also
included the Stages One to Four Development Courses for School Executives, which were
conducted centrally and emphasised management skills and peer supervision (Carey, 1976,
pp.2-3).
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Please see print copy for Figure 4.2

Figure 4.2: A Model for In-service Education (Carey, 1976, p.2)
As the courses were not seen as prerequisites to each other, the point of entry into the
‘Development Courses for School Executives’ depended upon the developmental needs of
the participant. Experienced principals generally undertook the Stage Four course although
newly promoted executives might begin a sequence of training at Stage One, Two or Three.
Some participants in this case study were involved in the Stage One and Stage Two courses
for executives. All had been involved in the general Skills Courses. According to Langshaw
(Interview, 15 June 30 July 2002) the Stage courses provided activities aimed at assisting
executives and principals to be more proficient in the traditional role of middle managers,
being the interface between a central system and the local school concerns. But these
courses were also aimed at helping participants recognise their own priorities in a growing
climate of school-based, community-involved decision making. The Stage Four course,
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being a later inclusion in the program, was particularly evidence-based in its design. This
meant that facilitators sought a consensus on issues from the course participants, many of
whom had undertaken Stage Three. Using a technique based on Delphi 4 (Dalkey, 1972;
Weaver, 1971) they tailored the course delivery and resources to the needs of the
participants (Carey, 1976, p.9).
This approach to leadership training was based on an assessment of system and CSC
requirements, with evaluation provided by principal feedback. To meet the needs of middle
managers the designers adapted management principles from industry to an educational
setting. The underlying philosophy of the Stage One to Four courses was based on
discussions with Leo Parker of the Australian Administrative Staff College in 1973 who
argued that senior executive in any organisation mastered certain management crisis points.
These were the crisis of professional acceptance, the crisis of peer management and the
crisis of general management. His definitions of the three crisis points were accepted by the
Division of Services as corresponding with those experienced in school management so the
in-service courses were structured as in Figure 4.3 (see overleaf), in accordance with
Parker’s analysis. (Carey, 1976, p.1)

4

A modified version of the Delphi technique was later used in the PDP course as one of the strategies for
problem solving, group coalition building and decision making. It typified processes used by the collegial
group in this study known cryptically as we agree/ agree to disagree statements. The Delphi was used more
definitively in the Stage courses of the 1970s to achieve consensus.
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Please see print copy for Figure 4.3

Figure 4.3: Courses structured in accordance with crisis points in management
(Carey, 1976)
It is important to recognise that these courses were pioneering an approach when little was
written on the growing complexities of educational management and pedagogical
leadership. According to Langshaw (Interview, 15 June 30 July 2002), Duignan (Interview,
26 March 2002), Rice (Interview, 14 May 2002), and Gaut (Interview, 24 April 2002) the
theories of leadership at the time were related to contingency and situational awareness
(Fiedler, 1967) and were implemented within the behaviourist objectives framework. They
used both the CSC-promoted experiential developmental activities along with the more
traditional stand and deliver approaches. Given that the function of leadership was firmly
associated with the authority of the position it is not surprising that tension between a
hierarchical interpretation of leadership and emerging democratic inclusivity was a feature
of the times. For example, many of the principals in Duignan, et al.’s (1984) research
indicated that they were experiencing difficulty in accepting devolution. Based on the
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following comment it is clear that Duignan et.al. saw the need for specific professional
development in this area:
There is little doubt that many principals believe that the increasing
participation of parents and community in schools will lead to a reduction in
the authority of principals. It will take time for many principals to adjust to
the ideas of participative leadership and shared decision-making.
Professional development planners will have to provide assistance in these
areas of development for many principals. (p.17)
According to Duignan (Interview, 26 March 2002), he and other PDP designers believed
the NSWDE Stage courses were too structured to achieve the collaborative leadership
mindset necessary for democratising schools. He argues that their focus was on competency
in functional management, which had the effect of reinforcing the central power of the
principal. He also maintained that the increasing literature on educational administration
showed that individual learning, away from the real problem solving of the school, was
ineffective for achieving change. This combined with empirical evidence from participants
led to the Stage courses ‘being evaluated as recipe-based with the potential to isolate
would- be change agents’ (Duignan, Interview, 26 March 2002). The Stage courses were
however, acknowledged by many of the interviewees to be cutting edge in their time and
seen as establishing a learning culture for principals and executives (Andonia, Letter, 1
January 2003; Cameron, Interview, 3 January 2003; Duignan, Interview, 26 March 2002;
Gaut, Interview, 24 April 2002; Langshaw, Interviews, 15 June, 30 July 2002).
It is worth noting several key elements of the early courses that endured over time or which
were adapted for inclusion in the PDP courses of the 1980s (see also Table 4.3). The
designers of the PDP incorporated many of the experiential aspects of adult learning
influenced by: the work of Pfeiffer and Jones (1975), surveys on leadership style (Kolb
1976; Owens, Barnes & Straton, 1978), and strategies for managing staff concerns about
action plans (the CBAM model) (Hall et al., 1973). Designers also co-opted many of the
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self-paced modules for individual or group learning that were developed after the Stage
courses for the TSDP (Stokes, Interview, 24 April 2002).
A most significant legacy of the Stage Three and Stage Four courses was the recognition of
the legitimacy of the principal to be a learner. The Schools Commission had not
emphasised this but according to Gaut (Interview, 24 April 2002) and Langshaw
(Interviews, 15 June,), the injection of funds for in-service courses helped NSWDE course
designers to build adult learning experiences that were aimed at changing the principals’
perceptions of themselves and their role. They initiated ‘a process to move principals and
the system from a view of traditional administrator, responsible for the translation of the
Departmental Handbook and Determinations to one of proactive manager’ (Gaut,
Interview, 24 April 2002). The emphasis was on a managerial role, subject to head office
but responsive to the local needs of clients and cognisant of changing social and cultural
factors. They represented a ‘tangible expression of employer interest and concern for the
development of teachers in executive positions’ (Carey, 1976, p.14). The courses did not
operate as ‘forums for top-down dissemination of organisational demands’ (Gaut,
Interview, 24 April 2002) although it is interesting to note that the culture of the
Department ensured that a directive could be used to obtain recruitment for the Stage Three
and Stage Four courses. As Langshaw outlines below, these courses were, in effect,
compulsory.
The invitations came from their Regional Director and their invitation
virtually said ‘if you find you are unable to attend this course, please contact
me and we will see how we can fit you into another course.’ The expectation
was that they would do it. (Langshaw, Interview, 30 July 2002)
The mandatory element did not continue after 1978 but a significant feature from the
antecedent courses, which became integral to the PDP design, and also deserves specific
attention here, was the residential component. The Stage Two course was a residential of
five days, the Stage Three course had a residential of ten days duration and the Stage Four
was conducted in two phases of two-day and then five-day residentials. While these had
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been designed to provide intensive learning opportunities they also raised the status of
principals as learners by providing them with appropriate adult learning environments. The
following statements by Gaut and Langshaw provide some insights into the prevailing
expectations of learning conditions for principals in the early seventies:
When we first started to get Commonwealth funding we were able to get
people away from the school atmosphere and we found that was very
important. We would invite them to decent places to stay at because up until
then primary principals had sort of camped at Hurlstone Agricultural High
School for a conference and it wasn’t too bad for the few nights they were
there but we were trying to build the idea of principals deserving a little bit
better than that. And secondary principals used to go to the old National
Fitness camp and they would sleep in bunks, two and three high. So we had
at the back of our minds that the physical comforts were important, that the
intellectual stimulation should be there and courses should be extremely
intensive. (Gaut, Interview, 24 April 2002)
Initially principals wanted to attend, it wasn’t an onerous thing and people
were impatient to receive their invitations. Apart from the annual
conference, nobody had ever invited them to a residential before, and this
was held in school time. But Stage Three courses were always felt by their
participants to be too long and after it was operating for about twelve to
eighteen months we had difficulty in getting acceptances to attend. New
principals cannot really afford to be out of their school for ten days
particularly in the first eighteen months of their appointment. I don’t think
we at head office realised the pressures on principals in the job. (Langshaw,
Interview, 15 June, 2002)
At the end of 1976 ‘after three years of running the courses, three thousand teachers in
various executive positions had taken part in one or other of the courses’ (Carey, 1976,
p.14). According to Langshaw, by 1978 most principals eligible to attend the Stage Four
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courses had completed the program. The lack of potential participants along with a weight
of opinion against the ten-day length of Stage Three courses coincided with the Division of
Service’s evaluation of their in-service model. Subsequently the Department of Education
moved away from intensive broad-ranged development courses to shorter-term specialised
offerings (Carey, 1978).
All of the case study participants were familiar with the following phase of specialised selfselecting, skills-based, specific-activities approach. The Stage courses were subsumed by
what was termed the In-service Staff Development Program (ISDP) (see Table 4 1). These
are hereafter referred to as the Strand courses.
4.6.3 The Strand Courses from 1978 to 1984
The move to a strand approach was aligned with Commonwealth Schools Commission
thinking in 1978 as outlined below:
There is a need for careful consideration of how to establish balance among
the varying types of activities supported by the (Services and Development)
Program, to service improved quality, to evaluate the effectiveness and
appropriateness of differing kinds of courses and experiences for particular
purposes, to establish clearer short-term priorities in order to concentrate
forces to effect particular educational improvements to examine fundamental
assumptions underlying pre-service and continuing education for teachers in
order to test out new patterns and timing. (Commonwealth Schools
Commission, 1978, p.89)
The report called for a balance in the types and lengths of courses suggesting that education
departments could consider planning for combinations of courses and activities, however it
reiterated as follows the importance of residentials or long courses away from site.
Longer courses are often required to achieve significant advances in skills
and understandings and to allow a sufficient break from the classroom to
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enable practitioners to view what they customarily do there with fresh eyes
and new insights. (Commonwealth Schools Commission, 1978, p.90)
As well as a growing concern expressed by Stage Three course participants regarding long
training periods away from their schools, principals also saw the need for more immediate
and pragmatic assistance. Participants in the Stage Four courses consistently identified
school-based curriculum development and financial management as the areas in which they
felt deskilled (Langshaw, Interview, 15 June 2002). Both of these areas had overtaken other
aspects of educational administration in terms of democratisation, devolution of
responsibility to the school and an increase in time and resource allocation. But because
curriculum development had a direct impact on all members of the school community it
became a particular emphasis with a strand of its own in the new in-service model. Finance
management became a small unit specifically for principals in the School Administration
Strand (see Table 4.1 overleaf).
This second wave of Strand courses for principals replaced the Stage Development Courses
for school executives but still incorporated some long programs. The Curriculum
Development course, for example, was of five days duration however the focus was
specific and skills-based. A justification for the shift towards skills-based courses is
reflected in the wording of an introduction to a 1978 in-service course participant’s module.
The material (in this course) was prepared in response to a clear expression
of opinion by many NSW school principals that sharpening of knowledge
and skills in curriculum development was essential if the current move
towards school-based curriculum change was to be competently managed.
(Carey, 1978, p.1)
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Table 4.1: In-service Staff Development Program Strands from 1978 to 1982
Strands
Classroom Practice ( CP1-5)
Pupil Welfare (PW 1-3)
Curriculum Development (CD 1-5)
Career Analysis (CA 1-4)
Staff Development (SD 1-3)
Assessing Staff (AS 1-2)
Role Exploration (RE 1-2)
System Functioning (SF 1-5)
School Administration (SA1-9) (see also Table 4.2)
Management Functions (MF 1-3)
Leadership Styles (LS 1-3)
Self Management (SM 1-3)
Interpersonal skills (IP 1-4)
Consultancy Training (CT 1)
Policy Planning (PP 1)
Professional Renewal (PR 1-2)
While the emphasis on training the principal to manage the school remained a high priority
it was still hard for many principals carrying a mindset from the ’60s to absorb what had
become a paradigm shift from the previous view of principalship. As Rice recalls from his
time working as Principal Education Officer in the Division of Services.
I can remember leading the CD2, CD3, CD4 Strands and other courses for
principals where many of the participants still found it quite curious that they
were being led into taking charge of where their school might go, how it
might get there and being responsible for the training of people in the school.
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These were still new concepts and a different style of management at the
time. (Rice, Interview, 14 May 2002)
As stated in the rationale of the ‘In-service Staff Development Program’ of January 1978,
the in-service activities were designed to ‘enable staff to develop the necessary
competencies for their roles within the school system and also provide a framework for
individual career planning within the profession’ (Carey, 1978). The new In-service Staff
Development Program subsequently linked its content with the following career stages:
•

Beginning (year 1);

•

Consolidation (years 2-5);

•

Development and Renewal (years 6+);

•

Executive Development I, II, III;

•

Inspector (or equivalent);

•

Senior Departmental Officer (Carey, 1978).

Principals could choose units from any strand such as ‘Role Exploration’ or ‘Assessing
Staff’ or ‘Curriculum Development’ but one of particular interest for principals was the
‘School Administration Strand’ (see Table 4.2).
Table 4.2: School Administration Strand of Staff Development Program from 1978 to
1982
Unit

Intended population

1.School Safety (SA1)

Supervisors - (Safety Emergency First Aid)

2.Timetabling (SA2)

Supervisor - Timetable

3 Office Management (SA3)

Supervising Executives

4.Finance Management (SA4)

Principals

5.Personnel Management (SA5)

Executives

6.Planning Techniques (SA6)

Executives

7.School and the Law (SA7)

Executives

8.Regulations (SA8)

Executives

9.Commmunication Systems (SA9)

Executives
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Both the Stage and the Strand models of in-service tended to be based on the hope that
principals would go back to their sites with the answers and implement what they had learnt
during the intensive programs (Duignan, 2002). Cameron agreed with Duignan’s
observation that ‘enthusiasm often dissipated in the realities of the school situation,
particularly as staff usually had no ownership of the initial issues’ (Cameron, Interview, 3
January 2003). This was highlighted by Sharpe’s (1976) research, which sought to
determine any lasting effect of attitude change in principals who undertook the Stage
courses. He found that a change in attitude was achieved by participants to concepts (such
as democracy in schools) during involvement in the courses but that a regression in these
attitudes occurred after principals had returned to their schools. This phenomenon was
thought by Cameron (Interview, 3 January 2003) to be due to lack of follow-up support for
the principal back at the school site.
What Fenton Sharpe found was also showing up in our feedback from
principals. If you go back to your school fired up with enthusiasm with a
vision of leadership ready for identifying things that need to be changed,
involving people, moving into action, and you’re faced with people who
haven’t shared that experience with you, when you become overwhelmed
with the day-to-day issues, a lot of which are managerial, then the climate is
not right and there is a feeling that it won’t work. (Cameron, Interview, 3
January 2003)
4.6.4 The Total School Development Program
The findings of Sharpe and the feedback from principals throughout both the Stage and the
Strand courses pointed to the need to change the emphasis from deficits in the principal’s
skills base to that of improving the school in which they operated. This philosophy was also
permeating the writing of the 1980s that linked school improvement to effective leadership
(Barth, 1980; Bass, 1985; Bennis & Nanus, 1985; Corbett, 1982a; Fullan, 1980;
Sergiovanni, 1984; Smyth, 1980).
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It was the Schools Commission’s belief that school improvement should occur ‘through
attention to both the school as an entity and to the people associated with the school: its
teachers, parents and community’ (Commonwealth Schools Commission, 1981a, p.409).
This philosophy eventually led to a different program that ran in tandem with the Strand
courses. It became known as the Total School Development Program. The emphasis was to
be on planned school-based change with consultancy support and specific training for the
consultant, principal and executive. In retrospect this program can be seen as a linkage
between the two major professional development programs of that decade and the
forthcoming PDP of the 1980s. Cameron, who worked in the NSWDE In-service Education
team, helped to develop a new program for systematic, structured, school-based problem
solving using a specific methodology for consultancy input. This was called the In-Service
School Development Program (Cameron, 1980). Cameron researched its effectiveness at
selected locations.
By the 1980s an emphasis on school improvement through organisational development
(Schmuck, 1977) was gaining greater attention from the education community and this
change of direction was reflected in NSWDE In-service provisions. Duignan (Interview, 26
March 2002), Gaut (Interview, 24 April 2002), Rice (Interview, 14 May 2002) and
Cameron (Interview, 3 January 2003) all referred to this period as a new direction which reevaluated the assumptions underpinning a decade of NSWDE courses for principals. In
particular they mentioned the reassessment of off-site delivery, the questioning of a
previous emphasis on Hersey and Blanchard’s (1972) situational contingency theory of
leadership and the assumption that individual learning would transfer to the rest of the
school.
It is important to note that individualised learning opportunities were not minimised during
this period. The skills-based Strands were still considered to be of practical value for
improving individual competence and continued throughout the 1980s but Carey, as
Director of NSWDE In-Service Education, was aware from evaluations of course
participants that transference of the knowledge was difficult for the individual back at the
school site. Langshaw (Interviews, 15 June , 30 July 2002) and Cameron (Interview, 3
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January 2003) both refer to the evaluations that guided the Directorate at this time, which
indicated that real change required a team approach in the school. The evaluations showed
that improvements were not sustained when others at the school site had not participated in
the original learning. Carey (1976) alludes to this when he mentions a trial of an
organisational development approach noting that there were:
…many instances where executives return to a school climate which may not
support new procedures or be receptive to ideas which they might wish to
implement. Taking advantage of the climate which exists in those schools in
which several of the executive have attended courses it is proposed to
develop a program involving work groups – either whole school staff or sub
sets of it. A pilot program in this project is underway. The programme seeks
to develop the potential of individuals in the work environment so that the
organisation as a whole may function more effectively. It is expected that
this programme will develop and extend through 1977. (p.14)
Not only were the assumptions of learning transference being challenged at this time but
the use of management approaches were also being reconsidered by researchers and
practitioners alike. Duignan recalls this debate as being prominent prior to his work as
researcher on the Role of the Principals for the CSC in 1983, which was also before he
became the academic advisor to the development of the PDP.
There was some good work going on but I with others saw the need for a
different approach to professional development; one that was more fieldbased, problem oriented and where there was real ownership from the people
involved. There was a pious hope that you would send people off to courses
and that they would come back and implement what they had learnt. It was
always very questionable as to how much effect that really had on change in
the school. There was also some questioning of the behaviourist framework
built around Hersey and Blanchard’s famous leadership style approach
where you varied your style depending upon the maturity level of your
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followers. This was useful for a time but the kinds of issues principals were
beginning to face became too complex for this theory. (Duignan, Interview,
26 March 2002)
A new Total School Development Program (TSDP), was developed based on Cameron’s
(1982) doctoral research on the evaluation of the ‘In-Service School Development
Program.’ The CSC funded the TSDP through their ‘School Improvement Programs’
budget in 1982. It articulated the CSC preference for within-school staff development that
integrated school-based evaluation and improvement plans. These initiatives were not
necessarily mounted as courses but as activities and projects and they gained increasing
credibility with schools for their practical relevance (Cameron et al., 1984). The availability
of funds for release time allowed schools to concentrate on issues defined at the school site.
As reported by the CSC in the Report for the Triennium 1982-84:
…this increasing emphasis on school-focussed activities accords with recent
research findings in Australia and overseas that show that the most effective
forms of staff development are those that are conducted as an integral part of
an ongoing problem-solving and improvement process within the school.
(Commonwealth Schools Commission, 1981a, p.416)
While the TSDP was for the whole school and community it was also a significant
professional development avenue for the principal. The CSC took the view that:
…greater emphasis should be given to total staff development projects
which are an integrated part of ongoing problem-solving and improvementseeking processes within a school or group of schools. A prerequisite of this
is that principals and senior staff in schools have the confidence and drive to
foster this type of staff development. Recent research in both Australia and
overseas highlights the critical role played by the school principal in
developing and strengthening the school as an institution and points to the
need for intensive development programs… .(1981, p.229)
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This statement is key to both the focus of the TSDP and the later PDP. The importance of
the role of the principal in school improvement initiatives had not been a major
understanding in the 1970s. It was to be a fundamental assumption of the 1980s’ designs.
Designers of the TSDP recognised that the attitude of the principal toward decision-making
could have an impact on the success of their program. Principals who could not adopt a
collaborative approach to decision making ‘were not encouraged to undertake the TSDP’
(Cameron, Interview, 3 January 2003). Going further than the CSC’s prerequisite of
‘confidence and drive’, Cameron also determined that school executives needed an
appropriate attitude to enable ongoing problem-solving and improvement-seeking stating
that, ‘school executives are given the opportunity to withdraw from the program if they feel
that this style of leadership is not what they had anticipated’ (Cameron 1983, p.19).
The components of the program included consultancy training, executive training, support
material in the form of self-instructional modules and follow-up newsletters. This was
summarised for the community audience in an article for the Parent and Citizen magazine.
Australian research has indicated that certain support services to schools
were vital to the success of such a program (the TSDP). These included the
provision of regular consultancy, special training for the executive of the
school, access to adult learning materials as required and the provision of
time so that committee work undertaken would not be a disruption to the
school routine. The program sets out to give the school communities the
necessary support for a process whereby goals for development would be
identified, a plan of action set up, the plan implemented and the extent of
achievement evaluated. (Hathorn 1984, p.18)
The consultancy training originally included inspectors of schools but as the program
expanded to regions, practising principals who were not at TSDP schools were trained as
consultants. Their training consisted of a ten-day course in process skills and groupdynamics (Cameron et al., 1984b; Ramstead, Interview, 22 March 2003). Training for
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executives at TSDP schools was a three-day course to help them understand and implement
a collaborative approach with their staff and school community. Both approaches were
valued highly by participating principals who saw their training as fundamental to the
success of the TSDP (Cameron 1983). Of interest to this study is that it served as a signal to
later PDP designers that principals were comfortable with the regional approach of
providing their fellow principals as facilitators of their site-based learning processes.
It must not be assumed that follow-up consultancy for school-based professional
development was entirely new. As the review of literature has shown, consultancy was
operating in the 1970s using an advisor/expert model and for Principals there was a peersupport consultancy connection back to the Stage One and Stage Two courses of 1974.
Evaluations from the Stage courses also showed that principals responded well to having
consultants recruited from the ranks of practising principals. They were seen to have had
credible experience at the same level (Langshaw, Interview, 30 July 2002). However the
TSDP took the consultancy concept further, moving it out of an external course framework
specifically for principals and embedding it into a school setting as ongoing support for the
total school.
The idea of providing peer-group support specifically between the participating TSDP
principals had earlier been considered by Carey but Cameron felt this would work against a
climate where improvements could be owned and determined by the whole school
(principal, staff, students and community). He argued that consultants of similar status to
the principal, specifically trained for the program but based at non-participating schools,
would be more likely to engender whole-school community ownership of the problemsolving process. Cameron recalls this in the following:
One of the options would have been to try and provide support directly to the
principal, to get participating TSDP principals together in groups (that is,
collegiality) but I was going off on a different tack. I thought that leadership
was a process rather than a function of a particular position, something that
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has to be created in a total school staff. (Cameron, Interview, 3 January
2003)
Where school principals were used as consultants to schools it seems to have been an
appropriate strategy. Evaluations show that they were well accepted by the host principals
(Cameron et al., 1984b). Ramstead, who was a consultant in later regional implementations
of the TSDP, recalled that she was released from her principal duties for one day per week
to meet with the principal, staff and community at participating TSDP schools. She was
trained for this role in an approach designed and evaluated by Cameron, which Ramstead
recalls was similar to the Process in Action approach of Rogers (1970) and Lippitt and
Lippitt (1978):
…as external facilitators we utilised the ideas of people like Carl Rogers as
we helped the schools analyse their particular problem and define their goals
for self-directed change. It was a powerful program. It was a method for
organisational development and the schools liked it because it was so
practical and they enjoyed weekends away from the distractions of school to
reflect and work together on their school improvement plans. (Ramstead,
Interview, 22 March 2003)
The consultancy methodology that was put in place by Cameron continued to be supported
by participating schools in the program’s broadsheet, In Touch (Total School Development
Program, 1983, 1984a) and by consultants in their newsletter (Hathorn 1984a). Cameron’s
doctoral study of the program found that positive critical-mass change was achieved when
the executive in a school was given specific training in decision making with the help of a
consultant, appropriate resources for adult learning and the provision of meaningful
amounts of time (Cameron, 1982). This added support to the work of the school-based OD
movement and group processes literature that was emerging throughout the earlier decade
(Fullan, 1980; Ingvarson, 1976; Schmuck & Nelson, 1972; Schmuck, 1971, 1977; Schmuck
& Miles, 1971; Schmuck & Runkel, 1985; Schmuck & Schmuck, 1975). Of specific
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interest to this study is the emphasis on the importance of time, the role of a peer as
consultant and the training of the principal to lead collaborative processes in situ.
As established in the review of literature, the big ideas associated with whole-school
improvement including learning-on-the-job with context specificity, problem solving and
action research were promoted by the CSC throughout most of its programs. In the TSDP
example, the process model of student-centred learning (Stenhouse, 1977) and Habermas’
holistic approach to the non-fragmented nature of theory and practice (1974) were being
applied to adult learning situations. Placing the learning model with the participants in the
school as an integral part of their identified, ongoing change process, supported by a critical
friend of high credibility, was central to the design of the TSDP. Its evaluation showed
many cases where principals worked collaboratively with staff and community as a team,
involving an external consultant to achieve effective change in their schools. In effect, the
TSDP succeeded in schools where the principal had an approach to leadership which might
now be called distributed (Handy, 1996) or parallel (Andrews & Crowther, 2002) and it is
interesting to see the process re-emerging in the character of a Canadian initiative. A
similar program, heavily funded by the Alberta Province in 2003, was promoted as a
successful change model in schools (Townsend, 2003).
The PDP course, which is the subject of this case study, will be discussed at greater depth
in the following chapter but it is useful here to acknowledge some specific links it had with
the TSDP. Both the TSDP and the PDP were intentionally based on principles of adult
learning, collaborative problem solving, and access to external personnel. Flexible learning
through the use of centrally maintained learning packages was utilised more by the TSDP
but was available for the PDP participants and their schools. Some major TSDP emphases,
like time allocations to allow people to reflect and discuss issues, and packaged modules of
learning materials, were utilised in the PDP to identify improvement areas. The PDP
however, differed from the TSDP by locating the responsibility for the identification of
improvements, initiatives, visions and goals with the principal in negotiation with the total
school community. As the following chapters will show, in the NSW implementation, the
emphasis was on developing and trusting the principal’s professional ability to identify
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school needs, assisted by facilitators and peers. To some extent this assumed that
collaborative practices were used to establish school ownership of the improvement
program. The TSDP was a major influence on the PDP but there were also developmental
links with the Strand and Stage models of in-service. In summary, Table 4.3 identifies the
relevant influences on the PDP of the three major NSWDE antecedent courses.
Table 4.3: Key elements of NSWDE courses that impacted the Professional
Development of Principals Course
Course

Elements influencing the design of the 1987 PDP

Stage Courses

The Principal is entitled to ongoing professional development;

1973-1978

Intensive residentials of short duration away from the school site;
Experiential design based on relevant needs & first hand praxis;
Reflecting upon management theory and applying in practice;
Input from industry and business managers;
Management by objectives;
Modules for use at the school site;
Concerns-Based Action Model;
Learning Style inventories;
Representative groups involved in planning the course design;
Primary and secondary principals participating together.

Strand Courses

Specialised content from school administration strands;

1978-1982

Skills-based competency development;
Long, continuing courses with residential components;
Modules for individual needs.

Total School

Site-based issues as the source for adult learning;

Development

The possibility of ownership of the learning program by the school;

1980-1984

Collaborative problem-solving;
The action research cycle;
Access to external personnel;
Flexible learning through centrally maintained learning packages;
Access to consultancy involvement;
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Specific training of principal in collaborative management practices;
Emphasis on critical-mass change;
Release time to reflect and discuss issues.
4.6.5 The emergence of the Professional Development of Principals Course in the
1980s
The professional development courses of the 70s were revolutionary in some ways. They
pioneered management techniques (Pfeiffer & Jones, 1975), experiential delivery
(Coleman, 1976; Wood & Neil, 1978) and incorporated some reflection time at intensive
residentials. They also emphasised the role of individuals in the implementation of change
through frameworks such as the Concerns Based Adoption Model (Hall, 1979; Hall et al.,
1973). However what they did not provide was specific support for the ongoing
development of the leader in situ. Even the TSDP, with its site-based emphasis, did not
meet the continuing needs of the principal who was dealing with the tension between
collaborative management styles and the realities of the role (Duignan et al., 1984).
The CSC continued to emphasise school/community based curriculum development and
shared decision making in the 1980s. So the TSDP was relevant for these times and
successful in its major focus of school community support. The PDP took a different
tangent by exploring the notion of collegial peer support to strengthen the intensity of the
principal’s own professional development for collaborative leadership. The PDP designers
did not include the components of the TSDP that focussed such collaboration internally
within the school. Instead the PDP oriented the principal’s collegial experiences toward the
peer group, which operated outside of the school setting.
The experiences gained through the TSDP provided NSWDE professional development
designers with the following principles that had been evaluated as having enhanced change
in schools:
•

Regular contact with consultants who have been specially trained in organisation
and group development techniques;

•

The provision of time to assist school communities in collaborative planning;
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•

The provision of training for school executives in collaborative leadership;

•

The availability of specifically prepared learning materials… relevant to selected
planned change goals. (Cameron et al., 1984c, p.1)

These features were incorporated as expectations into the PDP activities, however,
interviews with participants in the PDP indicate that their inclusion at the school site was
determined by the individual principal and may not have always been utilised. It was the
intention of designers like Duignan that such features would flow on to the school as part of
the process of continuing education for principals.
The PDP course design was informed by legislative changes, policy definition and research
into the role of the principal (Chapman, 1983, 1984; Duignan et al., 1984) (see timeline of
significant influences in Appendix 1). The NSW research of Sharpe (1976), Langshaw
(1979) and Cameron (1982) and NSWDE formal evaluation of In-service approaches
(Carey, 1977; NSW Department of Education, 1976) also led to changed thinking on the
provision of professional development for principals.
The emergence of the Professional Development of Principals Course in the 1980s in
tandem with the Strand model and the TSDP was during the period when the CSC
emphasised the School Improvement Program. This period of professional development
design was characterised by school-based problem-solving improvement activities. The
design and delivery of formal courses became more heavily based on the needs of
principals identified by Australian research (Duignan et al., 1984) and the notion that adults
could determine their own learning needs (Barth, 1984).
The NSWDE Division of Services continued the separate Strand model of generic skills
and retained the TSDP until 1985. However the TSDP was discontinued despite a
significant and positive three volume evaluative report and supportive video on the efficacy
of the program (Cameron et al., 1984a; Cameron, Hathorn, Hawes, Mackie & Stansfield,
1984b; Cameron et al., 1984c). There was no information available as to why such a
successful program was discontinued when it was reported to have met the CSC emphasis
163

on school improvement and community empowerment. Cameron (Clarification Exercise,
20 February 2005) indicated that he received no official or unofficial explanation for the
discontinuation. It seems surprising that the NSWDE did not continue with a locally
researched initiative that met the learning needs of NSW schools. What is known is that the
implementation of the later PDP in the state of Victoria was attuned to the findings on the
TSDP. Training and Development in the Victorian education department was under the
directorship of Ikin who closely aligned the design of the PDP to school ownership, calling
it the Principal and School Development Program; as Ikin argued, ‘how could you develop
the principal in isolation from the school?’ (Ikin, Interview, 1 May 2002)
Local studies specific to public schools in NSW were scarce at this time. In relation to the
learning needs of principals, there was no Australian research available until 1984. The
NSWDE Division of Services initially utilised US research findings from the Californian
Public School System (Task Force for the Improvement of Pre and In-Service Training for
Public School Administrators, 1979) to consider a new design for principals’ learning after
the Stage courses ceased. Duignan et al.’s (1984) work on the role of the principal and
Chapman’s (1984) overview of national leadership training offerings in Australia allowed
the NSWDE to make local comparison with overseas leadership training initiatives. In the
early 1980s, programs implemented in the US were emerging with collegial features. For
example, the I/D/E/A/ Principals’ In-service Program, developed in 1982 (LaPlant, 1987)
and the shadowing program, known as the Peer Assisted Leadership Program (PAL)
(Barnett, 1985). These styles of professional development were of interest to the designers
of the PDP (Gaut, Interview, 24 April 2002).
New understanding of the role and needs of the principal also informed the design and
implementation of the PDP (Duignan et al., 1984) which like I/D/E/A/, differed from its
1970s counterparts by incorporating a unique focus on an external collegial community to
help the principal improve and therefore help the school to improve. This could include
internal collaborative action research at the school site using problem-solving strategies but
it all relied on the principal’s definition of the issue to be addressed.
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The PDP’s intention was to use a TSDP’s specific course module designed to be
undertaken at the school to collaboratively define its issues/problems or area for
improvement. But as already indicated it was essentially left to the principal to decide the
process and fell short of Cameron’s mechanism to ensure the attitude to power-sharing for
democratically supported change (Cameron, 1982, pp.8-9). In reality the PDP gave the
power to the principal to be either a transactional leader or a transformational leader, to
impose or empower. This meant the change initiative at the school level could be open to
what Andy Hargreaves (1991) called ‘contrived collegiality’
This was before the concepts of shared leadership and community of leaders (Barth, 1991)
were popularised in the leadership literature. So while the PDP promoted collaborative
problem solving, if the school had not already experienced the practices of the TSDP, in
reality the process was acted out by the principal with the support of the external collegial
group. It is not known how collaboratively each participant worked with the school
community. The assumption of positional leadership which characterised the Stage and
Strand courses remained structurally unchallenged by the PDP. Democratic decisionmaking strategies were certainly modelled in the activities of the course but there was no
real process for school ownership as in the TSDP. It was an assumption that principals
would utilise democratic decision-making strategies to create collaborative processes for
school improvement but of the thirteen principals in the case study only one recalled
utilising the specific course module entitled ‘Identifying an Area for School Improvement’.
Without the involvement of a consultant as in the TSDP the individual principal’s
interpretation of the supervisory nature of her/his role could still dominate collaborative
practices. Departmental guidelines of the time enshrined supervisory responsibility. As
leadership was invested in the particular position, it was a function of that position to
ensure school improvement through supervision (Swan, 1984).
Even though PDP designers described the Stage and Strand courses as, ‘technical,
instructional, managerial approaches, without inbuilt assistance to support the translation of
competencies into school improvement’ (Duignan, Interview, 26 March 2002), Langshaw
(Interview, 15 June 30 July 2002) maintains that they were consistently evaluated as helpful
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by new principals or those seeking specific assistance in administrative and curriculum
areas. For this reason many of the management skills modules from the Strands courses
were incorporated into the design of the PDP as self-paced learning packages with limited
sessions of stand and deliver pedagogy being used at the residential phases of the course
(Stokes, Interview, 24 April 2002; Strong, Interview, 14 May 2002). The PDP could be
described as a combination of the three antecedent courses with a new element of collegial
groups replacing the consultancy element of the TSDP. One participant summarised this as
follows:
As a novice principal, when I was invited to attend the Professional
Development of Principals course at Bundanoon, I relished the opportunity
to further enhance my skills and mix with like-minded colleagues. I was not
disappointed. Little did I realise then that the collegial group to which I was
assigned would become an important part of my life for the next 15 + years
to the present day. The course itself was well designed and wide-ranging.
Delivery included a mix of lectures, discussions, role-play eg. techniques for
ensuring that you don’t accept other people’s problems as your own by
keeping the monkey off your back and relaxation exercises. The focal point
was that each participant was to nominate a problem that needed to be
solved. During the progress of the residential courses, opportunities and
resources, both material and human, were made available to help the
participant to find a solution. Probably the most useful resource I found was
the opportunity to talk at length with a colleague in whom you had built trust
and who would listen sensitively as you clarified problems, issues and
possible solutions in your own mind – in short be a sounding board,
confidante and possible mentor. (Andonia, letter, 2003b)
Course documents show that NSWDE in-service designs of the ’70s drew on social
learning theorists like Bandura (1977) but the PDP documents reveal that its philosophy
moved away from Bandura’s earlier behaviourist approach towards a social cognitive
definition of the adult learner’s ability to self regulate using reflective processes (Bandura,
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1986). Those involved in the PDP design (Duignan, Interview, 26 March 2002; Ikin,
Interview, 1 May 2002; Rice, Interview, 14 May 2002) gave descriptions of the underlying
philosophy of the PDP that relied on a more holistic Gestalt interpretation of learning than
on the behaviouristic psychology and scientific management metaphysics which
underpinned the early courses. For example, Duignan (1985, pp.2-3) described the PDP as
being underpinned by a spiral process where the four phases of adult growth were
accommodated in the problem-solving nature of the program. In the PDP the individual
progressed through a cycle of school-based concrete experiences, observation and
reflection to form abstractions and generalisations for testing collaboratively in new and
realistic situations with the collegial support of a peer group. The following quote by Rice,
who was Principal Education Officer of School and Teacher In-Service at the time, sums up
the essence of the course from a designer’s perspective:
It was an attempt to blend together the different thoughts that were existing
at that stage. There was a need to train principals and have strong school
leadership in place but at the same time it needed to make the training work
school related and fairly practical. It needed to develop collegial
relationships amongst colleagues and have some mentoring arrangements in
place with expert facilitators. Hence this course was developed with a
number of phases and a whole range of modules that made it flexible for
individual learning but at the same time structured enough to look at
processes that they could take back to use in the school to facilitate workbased development. So it was quite a unique course and it occurred at quite a
unique time. The modules, which came from the TSDP, became somewhat
difficult to manage. They were costly to produce and difficult to keep them
up to date but the module bank concept went on for quite a few years. In the
early ’90’s there were still popular modules until the module bank was no
longer available to schools. (Rice, Interview, 14 May 2002)
This was the time when school effectiveness was the focus of departmental leadership
discourse. Cameron, in his talk to principals at the first residential course of the 1987 PDP,
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said 5 the design of the PDP embraced emerging educational leadership theory and research
represented in the literature of the time (eg. Austin, 1979; D’Amico, 1982; Greenfield,
1982; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1984; Lieberman & Miller, 1981; Mulford, 1982, 1983).
Mulford, who was then President of the Australian Council for Educational Administration,
gave the Department permission to issue his then unpublished monograph on the Indicators
of School Effectiveness (1988) 6 as an inclusion in the course folders for participants. Citing
many of the aforementioned writers in the field, his monograph also encompassed
Australian studies on the criteria of school effectiveness as related to leadership (Caldwell
& Misko, 1984; Mellor & Chapman, 1984). This is important in understanding the
emphasis this course design placed on a strong research base and on local conditions. The
monograph was set as a reading for the participants. According to Gaut, the designers of the
PDP were also influenced by research into adult learning (eg. Houle, 1980; Tough, 1979;
Wilsey & Killion, 1982) which included the literature on learning style preferences (Kolb,
1976; Owens et al., 1978) also utilised in earlier courses, and the Briggs-Myers (1980)
personality types inventory, which was prevalent in management discourse in the 1980s.
Principals’ operational style preferences were used in the course activities but as noted in
one participant’s hand-written notes, Cameron was recorded as saying in his session at the
residential retreat that, ‘style theories are becoming unpopular because the conceptual
transfer into behaviour does not appear to happen’ (from a course participant’s hand written
notes, 26 July, 1987).
The pre TSDP and PDP training models, while innovative, were based on what could be
described as a deficit model of adult learning. In a publication that appeared at the time of
the PDP, Schainker (1981) contrasted the theoretical assumptions which were underpinning
adult learning in staff development models in the USA. A description of these assumptions,
shown in Table 4.4, concurs with what was also happening in NSW as the Department of
5

Bill Cameron was a replacement on the day for Bill Mulford. Handwritten notes recorded by one of the
participants on the participant’s course workbooks on this occasion have been used to determine the intent of
this reference.
6
The references to which Cameron was referring appear in the bibliography of Mulford’s, as then
unpublished, monograph.
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Education implemented the TSDP and moved towards the PDP; or to what Schainker
termed ‘the asset model’ of staff development.
Table 4.4: Contrast of the Deficit and the Asset Models of Staff Development
(Schainker, 1981)

Please see print copy for Table 4.4

The asset model was more in line with the holistic understanding of adult learning that
Schwartz and Ogilvy (1979) described as the emerging paradigm of the eighties. Eraut
(1986) also identified deficit as a paradigm, categorising professional development
philosophy into four approaches: defect, growth, change and problem solving. The defect
approach focused on obsolescence and inefficiency. Despite attempts to make courses
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experientially based the notions of hierarchy, objectivity and lineal causality often
underpinned much professional development design and implementation for principals
prior to the PDP. In a more complex educational environment where multiple perspectives
challenged hierarchical thinking, the PDP design equated with three of Eraut’s (1986)
approaches, growth, change and problem solving, and was readily accepted by the thirteen
participants in this case study who indicated, in their reflective interviews, their frustration
with deficit models of adult learning.
Many of the thirteen participants also linked their enthusiasm for the pedagogy of the PDP
with their own learning beliefs and preferences for enquiry approaches, which were
established in their early involvement in progressive education. Most had been teachers and
consultants who practised the learner-centred pedagogy promoted by the CSC in the ’70s
and ’80s. For example, four were specifically involved in Brunerian discovery programs
(Bruner, 1971), two in major multicultural projects, three in advancing equity policy, and
one in the groundbreaking ‘Australian Science Education Project’ (ASEP). Many
acknowledged being influenced by the literature of Boomer (1973), a one-time Chair of the
CSC, and Beare (1975), both of whom vigorously promoted the relevance of school-based
curriculum development and inclusive pedagogy. As one of the secondary principals
recalled:
When I was involved in ASEP, it was very much learner-centred and
involved active inquiry. This certainly drove the major (and to some extent
revolutionary, for NSW), approach to Science. The project’s philosophical
underpinning was based on Piaget’s work… This, along with a commitment
to Bloom’s taxonomy…was the major influence on what I attempted to do
over the years in Science. In 1987 when I became a principal I believe that
many of the directions that I tried to move the school along were influenced
by this past. The blend of a modified Bloom approach, the usefulness of a
Piagetian curriculum approach, mixed in with other philosophical bases
drawn in part from my views on epistemology, were used to try and
formulate the components of a secondary curriculum to produce the
educated person. I read a fair bit of Hirst and Peters and studied and
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appreciated some aspects of Bruner and I feel that I took pieces from a
number of such thinkers; Gagné was another. (James, Interview, 28 March
2004)
However the participants also recall many of their own adult learning experiences with
other NSWDE in-service courses (including the Strand courses) and compliance
information sessions modelled on instructor-centred pedagogy as an impediment to their
learning. This accords with Barth’s (2001) version of ‘old baggage’.
Most educators have been the object of somebody’s attempt to staff-develop
them, whether it is the university, the central office, the state department, or
someone else. By and large this staff development hasn’t been very good…
Educators don’t like to be educated – especially badly. So any fresh
invitation to take part as a learner encounters a heavy precedent. We have
learned all too well that more of the same is unlikely to help us become
better at our work in schools. (Barth 2001, pp.144-145)
Their excitement about being involved in the PDP that comes through in the following
chapter was in contrast with their experiences of recipe-based delivery. As one of the
principals described executive development courses undertaken before the PDP, ‘there was
no follow-up, as in collegial groups, for future reference. They were a one-off hit, perhaps
not the way I would do it today’ (Cornel, Interview, 25 March 2002). Significantly, none of
the principals recalled being at schools where the TSDP operated, the organisational
development program with which the PDP had its closest adult learning philosophy links.
The provision of consultancy also became fundamental to the PDP plan but with one
distinction: consultants advised on and secured resources for the principal but did not enter
the school unless requested by the principal. Such consultancy had an inbuilt obsolescence,
designed to be phased out early in the course to allow the collegial group to take that role,
shifting the support for the principal’s site-based problem-solving to collaborative
interaction between the principal and the school and the principal with the external peer
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group (Stokes, Interview, 24 April 2002; Strong, Interview, 14 May 2002). So collegiality
replaced consultancy and, as will be explored later, replaced the role of the facilitator in this
case. It will be argued that this was a significant factor in the success of the PDP. Of all
aspects cited by participants as useful for their development in the 1987 PDP, the concept
of collegiality and the operation of the collegial group were paramount. As a course
inclusion it was an entirely new training approach for the participants although many, as
former consultants and advisers, were familiar with aspects such as reflective listening from
their earlier experiences of working in consultative teams with other colleagues.

4.7 Summary
This chapter has described professional development programs for principals and identified
specific factors which led to democratising and decentralising initiatives. The context and
nature of what were termed administrator preparation programs changed dramatically in the
1970s. Designers had to move beyond the paradigm encompassed in the definitive texts of
that time to find training models that would fit with the CSC charter and support principals
in a new focus on their leadership role in a changing organisational and socio-political
climate. Ikin (1994) noted that the shift in focus of staff development moved from:
the priorities of the individual in training and development during the 1970s
and 1980s (usually by way of attendance at self-selected, one off courses
external to the school); to more school based in-service programs; and an
integration of training and development of school and individual priorities.
(p.26)
The PDP emerged from the antecedent courses of the 1970s carrying with it the social and
educational philosophical underpinnings promoted by the CSC, a stronger emphasis on
addressing the role of the principal in relation to the specific school site and findings on the
role of the principal in the Australian context (Duignan et al., 1984).
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Advancements in professional development design and implementation were increasingly
based on research. The PDP utilised Australian studies, evaluations of previous in-service
course offerings (Carey, 1981; Duignan, Harrold, Lane, Marshall, Phillipps & Thomas,
1984; Gaut, Interview, 24 April 2002; Langshaw, 1979) and adult learning practices
(Knowles, 1980). A significant factor in the acceptance of the PDP design as a
Commonwealth Schools Commission Project of National Significance was that it
acknowledged the central importance of the principal’s ongoing learning in the school
improvement process (Commonwealth Schools Commission, 1981). This gave it direct and
broad applicability to the improvement of Australian Schools. It reflected the philosophies
promoted by the CSC of field-based, active problem solving which allowed the direction
and outcomes to be owned by the participant in collaboration with school stakeholders. It
echoed the best of the antecedent programs with an emphasis on the TSDP philosophy and
the OD techniques of problem solving (Cooke, 1985). It coincided with overseas programs
of similar goals as peer coaching (Joyce &Showers 1980), the PAL shadowing program
(Barnett, 1985; Dwyer, Lee, Rowan & Bossert, 1983) and the I/D/E/A/ principals’ collegial
in-service program (LaPlant, 1987). Its learning design was based on an assets model
(Schainker, 1981) using inductive learning approaches (NSW Department of Education
Professional Development of Principals Program, 1986). The added unique feature of the
PDP, based on all of these influences, was the provision of collegial support by an external
peer group. As such, it was an entirely new professional development concept for NSWDE
school principals (Ikin, Interview, 1 May 2002).
The PDP was also built on accumulated practitioner knowledge (Ikin, Interview, 1 May
2002; Rice, Interview, 14 May 2002) and system evaluation of previous professional
development strategies (Duignan et al., 1984; O’Callaghan &Crisp, 1984). The designers
believed it represented a further step towards meeting relevant needs, identified by
principals and the system, to help equip school leaders to foster change and deal with the
ever-increasing ambiguity of their role. It can also be seen as a significant departure from
previous structured-outcomes approaches to a team-based, action-research approach
(Duignan, 1985, Interview, 26 March 2002). Basic to the design of the PDP were three
central ideas of collegiality, collaboration and problem solving (NSW Department of
173

Education Professional Development of Principals Program, 1987d). The emphasis on
these concepts required a new operational culture, which provided principals with
meaningful time for reflection to allow them to grow professionally. This was a climate that
trusted participants to take risks, set their pace and own their learning agenda.
The next chapter examines in detail the 1987 implementation of the Professional
Development of Principals course and the emergence of collegiality as its most enduring
component. The nature and conditions of collegiality and the stages of the collegial group
will be a significant focus of following chapters in this case study.
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Chapter 5
The Case
5.1 Introduction to the Implementation of the Professional Development
of Principals Course
The purpose of this chapter is to understand, document and analyse the New South Wales
Department of Education (NSWDE), Metropolitan East Region’s implementation of the
Professional Development of Principals Course (PDP), a Commonwealth Schools
Commission (CSC) Project of National Significance in 1987 and 1988. It examines the
course in action, identifying the participants, the operation of two groups, the culture and
sub-culture of the two separate groups and their amalgamation. A model of the support
structures that were available to participants in the program has been constructed to explain
and communicate important features of this case study.
As established in the previous chapter, the PDP had connections with the antecedent
courses of the 1970s and the philosophy which underpinned the Total School Development
Project (TSDP) including the OD techniques of problem solving (Cooke 1985). It also
coincided with programs of similar collegial goals in the US such as peer coaching (Joyce
& Showers, 1980) and PAL (Barnett, 1985; Dwyer et al., 1983.). While it utilised different
techniques to these overseas programs it had much in common with the I/D/EA/ course
(LaPlant, 1984), that was developed and implemented at the same time in the US. The PDP
used adult learning designs based on an assets model (Schainker, 1981) or what was termed
by the PDP as ‘adult inductive learning approaches’ (NSW Department of Education
Professional Development of Principals Program 1986, p.1). The CSC funded the
development and implementation of the PDP in three states (NSW, Victoria and
Queensland) originally as a joint, inter-systemic venture. Duignan (1985) evaluated its pilot
program and recommended it be ‘adopted as a professional development option for
principals in NSW’ (1985, p.53). Harrison’s (1984) report to the NSWDE Division of
Services provides a good overview of the pilot PDP project:
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Following earlier submissions by the Division of Services through the
Director-General, the Commonwealth Schools Commission awarded
Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars ($25,000) to the Department to develop a
course suitable for principals of schools. The Schools Commission asked the
Department to include other state departments and non-government
authorities in the project. The project is an ambitious one and will consist of
a number of phases.
Among the more significant phases is the first residential school where
principals will be encouraged and assisted to work on projects of particular
relevance to their own organisation. The project has developed
approximately 100 modules from which participants can choose to meet
individual needs. Another significant phase is that which takes place in the
work location of participants. For this phase importance is placed upon the
collegial approach and principals will be encouraged to meet regularly with
their colleagues from the course. The first residential will be held in March
1985 as a pilot (Harrison, 1984, pp.18-19).
The joint initiative operated through the 1984 writing phase and was greatly influenced by
the report of the national study commissioned by the CSC entitled ‘The Role and
Professional Development Needs of Government and Non-Government School Principals’
(Duignan et al., 1984). The research was Australian and extensively underpinned the PDP
through the direct involvement of Patrick Duignan as an academic advisor to the PDP
design team (Duignan, Interview, 26 March 2002; Ikin, Interview, 1 May 2002). By 1986
the pilot course had been trialled and evaluated and continued only in Victoria and NSW. In
1986 four NSW regions undertook the course with ‘an overall budget of thirty six thousand
dollars ($36,000)’ (Rice, 1986, p.2), assumedly to cover the costs for forty participants over
a twelve-month period. The focus of this study is the course that followed that pilot, being
the 1987 joint regional implementation by the NSWDE South Coast and Metropolitan East
Regions. It was offered to principals, off-site, over a twelve-month period, in five phases of
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intensive involvement (see Table 5.1). These phases, outlined in the course literature (NSW
Department of Education Professional Development of Principals Program, 1987d, p.3),
provided participants with time to solve problems, implement changes or make
improvements in their schools. During this time they were expected to utilise reflective,
collaborative, action-research techniques with access to course resources including
facilitators, consultants and modules. It was a significant investment by the NSWDE as it
resourced the inclusion of reflection time, backing up the philosophy with generous and
flexible leave arrangements to allow principals to attend regular half-to full-day collegial
meetings and regular informal triads (or sub-groups of the collegial group). Table 5.1
shows the anticipated five phases of intensive involvement required of participants by
course organisers.
Table 5.1 Professional Development of Principals Course -Twelve Month Phases
Phase 1

Identify, with the school community, an issue, vision, problem or concern;
bring it to residentials. Undertake course work in collaboration with group
members, consultant and facilitator, related to the role of the principal and
the specific area identified by the participant.

Phase 2

Work closely with a collegial group and triad or sub-group on the identified
area.

Phase 3

Consolidate collegiality through formal and informal meetings with group
and in the early stages with a facilitator.

Phase 4

Collaborate on evaluation and review of the learning.

Phase 5

Formative evaluation.

Note. Adapted from introductory notes, participants’ manual, Residential Course One, Bundanoon, July 26-28
1987. (NSW Department of Education Professional Development of Principals Program, 1987d, p.3)

5.1.1 The Metropolitan East Implementation
While the 1987-88 course was a joint implementation with the NSWDE South Coast
Region, this case is mainly concerned with the experiences of those located in the
Metropolitan East Region, who were allocated geographically by course organisers into two
teams, northern and southern, each initially with eight members (see Figure 5.1).
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The 1987-88 NSWDE PDP Course

A Joint Metropolitan East Region
and South Coast Region Implementation

South Coast PDP

Linked only for

Metropolitan East

operation

residentials

PDP operation

Northern

Linked

Southern

Met. East

for some

Met. East

collegial team

meetings

collegial team

The amalgamated collegial group of 13

Figure 5.1 Joint implementation of the 1987-88 NSWDE PDP Course
Note. Shading indicates case study focus

Participants from the Metropolitan East Region were mostly in their first or second year of
principalship and were clustered, based on their school locations, into a southern and a
northern group (see Table 5.2 and Table 5.3 overleaf). The southern group initially had
equal numbers of males and females but operated with three females and four male
members when one member withdrew in the first month of the course. It had six primary
principals and one principal of a special education school. I was a member of the southern
group. The northern group contained equal numbers of males and females and included
principals of primary, secondary and special education schools. The thirteen participants in
the case study are members of the combination of these two teams. We have continued to
meet together since our amalgamation at the conclusion of the PDP.
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Table 5.2 Metropolitan East (Southern) Collegial Group Members, from 1987 to 1988
Principal

School Description

Andonia

Primary - monocultural, suburban

Annette *

Unknown, Annette left early in PDP course to become an
inspector

Cornel

Primary - monocultural, suburban, affluent

Lenore

Primary - suburban, with a significant, religion-based minority

Paul

Primary - large, significantly multicultural, suburban

Roland

Primary - monocultural, suburban

Veronica

Primary - split-site, suburban

Ward

Primary and secondary SSP (school for disabled students)

Note. * This participant is not included in the collegial group case study. Annette moved into an inspectorial
role early in the course and she did not become established as a collegial group member.

Table 5.3 Metropolitan East (Northern) Collegial Group Members, from 1987 to 1988
Principal

School Description

Anton

Secondary - comprehensive, inner city

James

Secondary - community languages, significantly multi-cultural

Jason

Secondary - comprehensive

Jennie

SSP - teaching principal, school for severely disabled

Ken*

Primary - left group when he moved to a different district

Trudy*

Primary - left group to return to being a Deputy Principal

Jeanette

Primary - inner city, multicultural

Melba

Secondary - amalgamation of 2 single-sex, inner city schools

Note. * These two principals are not included as participants in the collegial group case study. They were
involved at the beginning of the PDP but did not continue into the combined collegial group after 1988 due to
reasons of ineligibility. Ken transferred to a region that was not involved in the course. Trudy decided she did
not wish to remain a principal and returned to Deputy Principal status after completing the course to
evaluation stage. As Trudy’s experience is of interest as to how collegial support may or may not have
assisted her she has provided data, which minimally informed the study.
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It is necessary to clarify early in this discussion the way the thirteen participants now
conceptualise their involvement in the PDP. From the analysis of their interviews it became
obvious that when they referred to the course they most often meant the residentials in
phase one (see Table 5.1) where they attended two retreats in the NSW highlands town of
Bundanoon. When they referred to the concept of collegiality they tended to perceive this
as outside the course (although acknowledging its beginnings at the first residential and its
consolidation at the second).
5.1.2 The Selection of Principals to undertake the PDP
The only publicly stated criteria for the selection of principals to participate in the PDP
appeared as follows in the course materials:
The program is designed to reach a diverse group of participants who are
operating as Principals at this moment. A basic assumption though is that the
program will involve groups of Principals who work in geographically
proximate areas. (NSW Department of Education Professional Development
of Principals Program 1987, p.3)
There was, however, a strategy for the selection of participants given to Metropolitan East
school inspectors via a memo from the Inspector of Studies/Services at the time. Under the
heading Professional Development Criteria for Selection of Participants the memo stated:

•

Participants must be principals;

•

Participants should ideally be in their current schools for the next
two years;

•

Participants should represent a variety of schools in terms of size,
primary, secondary, SSPs;

•

Participants should ideally be likely to be involved in the
education system for a number of years to come;
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•

Participants should not be involved in E.S.D.P. (Effective
Schools Development Program) as a number of the areas covered
in this course overlap issues covered in the ESDP;

•

There should ideally be a balance of male and female
participants;

•

It should be stressed with potential participants that they are
making a commitment to a twelve months program;

•

Participants to be nominated by district inspectors;

•

Nominations to be forwarded to Strathfield office by June 29;

•

Final selection to be made in consultation with district inspectors
by course leader. (Johnson, 1987)

In the minds of two Metropolitan East participants, their selection was problematic. They
posed the following question: ‘Was my nomination because of a perceived deficit or was it
an opportunity of a lifetime?’ (Jason, Interview, 24 April 2002; Ward, Interview, 18 July
2002). The fact that their inspectors did not reveal the selection criteria was an issue for
these two participants who reported an initial feeling of suspicion about their inclusion.
I think things weren’t explained as much as they ought to have been. When
you are new you always have a little bit of suspicion and reluctance. I
wondered why somebody new had been made a part of this seemingly
interesting and good group. So part of me would say ‘why was I selected?
Maybe I’ve got a lot to learn and maybe this is the way of getting people
with a lot to learn together.’ (Ward, Interview, 18 July 2002)
Presumably, Ward was not aware that all but one of the other principals involved were also
new to the principalship. Jason was new to the Principalship but older than all of the other
participants. In his case, he thought he was being singled out for remodelling and reveals
here how dismayed he felt about his selection:
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My inspector invited me to participate and I was a bit peeved really. I
thought that he thought I needed help; that was my interpretation of it. I
don’t know what criteria were given to the various DI’s to select people. I
asked him but he didn’t tell me so I thought, ‘ah, it is a negative.’ Right
through my career I’d had a lot of success, I’d organised a lot of major
projects for various schools I’d been in and when I got my mark7 I was told
that I had great rapport with the staff and a warmth for the children and they
were very happy with me. I felt I’d had a very good career. So I was
dismayed. But once I got into the course it all changed for me and I met
some wonderful people. Besides everybody needs help at all stages of their
career. I was definitely aware that I would always need to keep on
developing and the course helped me that way, very much so. (Jason,
Interview, 24 April 2002)
One NSWDE District inspector of Schools (DI), Jean Koshemakin, who was the facilitator
of the northern Metropolitan East group (and also successfully accepted as a collegial
member by that group) believed that ‘the inspectors interpreted the selection criteria as an
opportunity for enthusiastic principals’ (Koshemakin, Interview, 14 March 2002). In their
interviews, most participants expressed pleasure about their selection, and some recalled
feeling hopeful that the course would be as meaningful and relevant as promised at their
first meeting prior to the residential. It was at this formal meeting that participants were
required to commit to the training.
5.1.3 The Commitment Agreement
The commitment process was conducted just three days before the first of the two
residentials. This after-school meeting was held on July 22, 1987. In attendance were
course facilitators, consultants and all of the principals who had been selected to participate
in the PDP course. As participants met for the first time it became apparent that many knew

7

‘Got my mark’ is the jargon used by principals of that era to indicate a successful inspection for placement
on a promotions list. It could equally be expressed as, ‘when I got my list.’
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each other, and many had previously worked with one of the two facilitators. The strength
of prior involvement with the facilitators is revealed in Figure 5.1a, while Figure 5.1b
indicates the strength of prior involvement between the participating principals (and
consultant).8 As the stories and other sources of data will later show, these connections
impacted the participants’ readiness to commit because of the trust and respect engendered
from prior association and its contagious overflow to members like Paul and myself who
were new to the Metropolitan East Region.

Anton

Andonia

Veronica
Ward

Roland
Milton Mercer,
Facilitator

Melba
Jennie

James

Jeanette

Jean Koshemakin,
Jason
Cornel
*Paul

Close connection

Facilitator

Lenore

Well-known *No previous connection

Figure 5.1a: The strength of familiarity between participants and facilitators prior to
1987
Note. Pseudonyms used for all names other than NSWDE facilitators and the participant researcher (Lenore).

8

The information in Figure 5.1a and Figure 5.1b is also useful for reference throughout the study when
participants, in their reflective stories and quotes, mention the connections and linkages between people.
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Melba

Veronica

Ward
Jennie

Anton

Roland
Jeanette

Andonia

Ros (consultant)

Jason

James
+ Lenore

Cornel

+ Paul

Loosely connected through another
Connected through schools or educational organisations
Strongly connected through close educational bonds or friendship
+ No connections – unknown to all (new to the NSWDE Met. East Region)

Figure 5.1b: Connections between participants prior to 1987
Note. Pseudonyms used for all names other than NSWDE consultants and the participant researcher (Lenore).

The course was fully explained at the commitment meeting as a combination of phases. The
expectation was reinforced that principals would agree to undertake a rigorous twelvemonth, school-based project, spaced over two school years, in conjunction with a collegial
group and their school. At the completion of the twelve months it was anticipated that
collegial groups might continue if they so desired but without allocation of resources. The
participants were introduced to the members of their two groups and informed that they
would operate in various combinations at the first residential to be held on 26-28 July 1987.
Documents from the commitment meeting show that Principals were also required to
commit to:
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•

pre-residential reading of an article and completion of a
learning/operational style inventory;

•

attendance at two residentials;

•

meetings with facilitators;

•

implementing and reporting on school improvement action;

•

maintaining triad/partner support and ongoing professional dialogue;

•

supporting collegial group activities;

•

providing a substantial report for the final phase evaluation session;

•

taking responsibility for their learning and embedding it into their
practice. (NSW Department of Education Professional Development
of Principals Program,1987e, Pre-course Briefing and Commitment
Session 22 July.)

In making the formal commitment the principal was also committing the school to
undertake an area of improvement that was supposed to be negotiated with the school
community. As previously mentioned, this had the same intent, but lacked the in-school
support structure that underpinned the TSDP. To inform the principals of the implications
of their commitment to themselves, the school, the system and the course, a book of precourse readings was issued on the day. It served to scaffold the philosophical stance of the
forthcoming course and set a framework in which the principals would be operating. These
readings promoted:
•

the principal’s role as convenor of organisational problem solving
(Schmuck & Nelson, 1972);

•

tips on learning to work in groups using action and reflection (Miles,
1973),

•

problem solving models (Hale & Lindelow, 1981);

•

a task on learning/operational style preference (Kolb, 1976) which
was to be completed and scored before attending the residential
(where it was used to identify individual behaviours during group
activities).(adapted from NSW Department of Education Profession
Development of Principals Program,1987c.)
185

From my own perceptions we were given the impression that this course was something
new, even though the readings reflected the experiential framework that underpinned the
Stage courses of the late 1970s. Stokes (Interview, 24 April 2002) agrees with this
perception, and emphasises that the new feature of the PDP was that our individual issues
would guide and mould the course content, and that the group would help the individual.
Stokes (Interview, 24 April 2002) and Strong (Interview, 14 May 2002) maintain that the
course organisers also undertook a commitment process. The course documentation
confirms this, showing that the NSWDE organisers’ committed to:

•

funding ongoing peer-support (time to meet);

•

providing course content (covered in residentials) on collegiality,
decision making, conflict resolution, time management,
leadership/learning style and anything identified by the participants;

•

updating self-paced management skills modules which were coopted
and modified from the Stage courses, the Strand courses and the
TSDP for use at the school site;

•

incorporating adult learning techniques (fishbowls,9 simulations,
resources, reflection time) and limited sessions of stand-and-deliver
input at residentials from managers outside of the education field;

•

providing facilitator/consultant follow-up to help individuals make
changes in their schools;

9

The fishbowl technique involved an inner and outer circle. The inner activity involved some participants
(the fish) reacting to real life school issues (swimming in the bowl) The issues were based on simulated
scenarios or participant’s own experiences. Their problem solving, dispute resolution, communication, body
language and other elements were observed by those outside of the fishbowl who reported to the observed in
feedback sessions. This technique was regularly utilised in the triad formations where more personal feedback
could be given in a more intimate manner, which lent itself to coaching.
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•

including, where requested, some content areas taken from the Strand
courses or devised by practitioners, based on Duignan et al.’s (1984)
Australia-wide research on the needs of principals;

•

allocating and justifying meaningful amounts of time for principals to
reflect on their problem-solving action and individual development.
(adapted from NSW Department of Education Professional
Development of Principals Program (1987e).Pre-course Briefing and
Commitment Session 22 July. Internal document of NSW Department
of Education, Metropolitan East Region: Sydney. pp. 1-3)

The following list adapted here from my own work diary of 22 July 1987
shows the factors that I noted as important at the commitment meeting: (see
format of the program outlined at the commitment meeting in Appendix 9).

•

resources – my needs;

•

4 days away then 3 days away!!!;

•

help at (my) school;

•

commit to solving the problem;

•

help from others;

•

change focus;

•

reflection time;

•

collegial collaboration;

•

modules available;

•

consultant available to my school;

•

Milton - lot of work - credit towards masters?? or other?? - which
uni?

Participants interviewed for this study indicated there was an air of excitement about the
impending course. The essence of this can be synthesised in the following:
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I was looking forward to going to the introductory session where we were
told about the course, or the project as it was described. I was even more
delighted at the outline of what was going to happen. We were asked to think
of issues that were of particular concern to us at that time, and when we went
to Bundanoon we were to bring those with us. (Jennie, Story, 23 June 2004)
This overview at the commitment meeting represented a holistic picture of what was meant
by the course, but as mentioned, the analysis of participants’ interviews and their
conversation in focus group meetings, regularly indicated that, when they referred to the
course they meant the residentials. They tended not see the other commitments as part of a
formal course (such as ongoing professional dialogue, meetings with facilitators, reporting
on school improvement action to facilitators and evaluators, maintaining triad/partner
support, and supporting collegial group activities). Until the analysis of the data in this
study, I was not aware that I too had identified the course as the residential components and
our ongoing collegial triad and group support as something quite separate. From the
commitment meeting, it was obvious that the implementing team were structuring a holistic
design but participants’ interviews reveal a different perception of the process in action.
They describe their involvement in terms of their ownership and rarely acknowledge being
bound to a course, a facilitator or a consultant after the residential phase. As will be shown
later in the discussion, this attitude was much more obvious in the operation of the southern
group, whose facilitator was transferred to other responsibilities shortly after their
formation. There is evidence from the commitment session notes that participants were
expected to have prepared a preliminary report on their development and their school
improvement plan by 9 November 1987. In fact this did not occur until 27 June of the
following year and was viewed by all of the participants in their interviews as irrelevant
and unrelated to their development.10 Thus the formal evaluation requirement has not been
included in the following section as a support structure of the PDP.

10

This may have been more to do with memories of the way the process was conducted than a weakness in
the design, as my own evaluation report (see Appendix 2) shows that I prepared a thoughtful assessment of
my growth over the twelve months.
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5.2 The Support Structures of the PDP
A model has been constructed to clarify the PDP design using an umbrella metaphor to
represent this reflective professional development experience (see Figure 5.2). It shows for
example that even though the residentials hold a specific meaning for the participants, they
represented just one of many spokes supporting their development. Participants differ in the
emphasis they placed on the various spokes; the choice of support depended upon the needs
of the individuals, their personalities, preferences and their particular school improvement
issue. However in all cases, the collegial concept was acknowledged as the most supportive
aspect of this professional development design along with the overall provision of time.
Thus collegiality is the handle that holds the total PDP design together and time- to-reflect
strengthened all of the support options. In simplistic terms, an umbrella can do its job
without a spoke or two if the remaining spokes are strong and in balance, but it is useless
without the support of a cover (time) or a handle (collegiality). In the metaphor, the
umbrella device would collapse without the central shaft of collegiality that provides a
handle for the learner. The spokes are strong because they are tempered by the concept of
time, but without the principal providing the canopy material (as the reflective learner and
problem solver) it would be only an intricate, interesting mechanical frame without utility.
The metaphor was enriched by the reflections of the collegial group members whose
interviews and stories identified a number of structural conditions for collegiality that
added features to my thinking on the utility of the umbrella.11. For example its mobility
(able to be used in various locations; school, residentials, collegial meetings), its operating
mechanism (ground rules) its ability to be used by anyone (the democratic nature of the I
agree/I agree to disagree techniques see following pp 196-197), the quality assurance of its
design (System approval), its colours and patterns (the variety and depth of experience and
background of the cohort).

11

While these are probably an overstatement of the metaphor they provide another dimension worth
revisiting after the discussion in chapter five.

189

Figure 5.2: Sources of support for the Principals’ learning provided or promoted by
the PDP
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The following ten points illustrate each of the support structures identified in Figure 5.2
including the overall importance of the principal’s own support for her or his learning.
5.2.1 The Provision of Time in the PDP Course Design
Generous amounts of time were allocated at residentials for study of resources, personal
and group reflection on problem solving, stress release and relaxation techniques. One
participant said that it took much of that time to let go of the school pressures recalling the
‘joy of that release in just walking with a colleague through the bush to the glow worm
caves without a hint of guilt’ (Veronica, Letter, 2003). The most significant sanctioning of
time, however, came from the inspectors of each school who encouraged the principals to
take time away from their schools to meet in triads, pairs or with their collegial group. The
Regional Director, Alex Scott, was a supporter of the program and during the period of his
leadership the course philosophy flourished and was well resourced.
This does not mean that such provisions were non-contentious. From my observations at
the time, and later confirmed by focus group responses, there was some surprise expressed
by the participants that the generous provision of time had been widely sanctioned by the
Department. According to Gaut (2002), there had been no precedent for principals being
given such freedom, both at and outside their formal course attendance, to utilise their work
time for their own learning in self-determined, flexible ways. Most participants recalled
being worried that staff and community would not react positively to their being out of their
schools regularly to further their own professional development. So while most thought it
an honour to have been chosen, there were some reservations that the philosophical
underpinnings would not be tolerated by the system for the duration of the course, given
their understanding and immersion in the Departmental operational paradigm to that point.
This perception is expressed in the following:
I was quite stunned by the course, it seemed a remarkable thing to do,
coming out of the woodwork like that, it’s not something I’d ever heard of
before and I learnt later it hadn’t happened before, but it was a wonderful
innovation. (Veronica, Interview, 19 February 2002)
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It appears that there were also reservations behind the scenes about such an un-system like
thing and Ikin, who worked in the program for many years in Victoria recalls pressure from
the various state bureaucrats to prove its fidelity, to justify the high level of resourcing,
release time and absences of principals from their schools.
When I was asked ‘are people occupying their time profitably and how do
you guarantee the messages that principals get and the application that they
are applying as a result?’ I would say there are more safeguards in this than
in the vast majority of training programs. First of all they’ve got the peer
pressure and support from their colleagues; secondly, the project that is
nominated had to be acknowledged by the group; thirdly, at the regular
meetings you can pick a phoney, you can tell if someone hasn’t done
anything and they are just making it up; fourthly, there was a report that had
to go in at the evaluation but then there was also the facilitator who was an
honest-broker keeping the group going. If you put all that together with the
results that we saw in Victoria and here in NSW it made this a much more
accountable program. And then there is the natural sort of professionalism
and honesty of the vast majority of principals that you work with anyhow. I
used to say to the people who would question it, how do you know if you
send somebody off to a conference of four hundred, and they sit up the back
of the room, whether they are getting absolutely anything out of it, let alone
there being any application from it back at the school? At least with this
there is the expectation that there would be application at the workplace. No
I must say I was amazed at any calls for greater accountability because it
missed the point that really what you were buying for the principals was time
and what they should do with that time was their business, and what the
program could give was structure and resources and support. (Ikin,
Interview, 1 May 2002)
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We as participants were not aware of such machinations and it was not until the final
evaluation stage that we observed a change in attitude towards funding of the activity (see
Appendix 10) and a different philosophy in the method of implementing the evaluation
process (see 5.3).
5.2.2 The School as a Support for the PDP
The school was expected to be a support for the principal’s learning, a contributor in the
improvement process and the focus of the professional development issue. It was also
assumed that the school would be the recipient of reflective practices based on the collegial
and collaborative problem-solving methods that would be fostered with the principals. But
unlike the TSDP, this aspect of the model had some design latitude because the provision
of access to consultancy was optional and facilitators were not expected to be proactive in
the school context. As only one participant recalled using the specific module designed to
help the school negotiate the area of improvement, it is difficult to know how the principals
determined the area of need. Most believe they determined it themselves.
This may or may not be seen as a weakness. Because the philosophy of the program
emphasised the principal’s role as the convenor of organisational problem solving, it placed
the ownership of the learning agenda with the principal, not with an internal school team
working with an external consultant (as in the TSDP model). So the power to define the
area of improvement could reflect the principal’s perspective rather than that of the other
stakeholders. The accountability process also rested with the principal who was ultimately
expected to report her/his version of progress to the facilitator, the collegial group and at
the final evaluation session.
This was not necessarily found to be a bad thing in cases where the issue related to
personnel or toxic cultures (as in the schools of Melba, Cornel, Andonia, Roland and
Ward), but if the facilitator did not take an active role in the planning of the project, either
at the residentials, collegial meetings or at the school site, then the expected goals and
outcomes of each participant’s action plan relied solely on the integrity of the principal.
There was no way to know if the principals modelled the PDP’s desired collaborative
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processes in their schools. This program, like no other before it, relied on trusting the
principals’ professionalism. Some departmental officers, as Ikin (Interview, 1 May 2002)
mentioned, may have seen this as a significant risk considering that the participants were
basically neophytes. However, all of the principals in this case study saw this trust in them
as the factor that most developed their confidence and commitment. It enabled them to
implant a vision and impact the schools’ operational culture.
In retrospect, with the hindsight of professional maturity, some of the participants said that
their identification of issues and their handling of them would have been done differently
had a facilitator, consultant, mentor or other school personnel been involved. In other
words, if the principal relied too much on one spoke of the model (see again Figure 5.2) the
support would be insufficient, or at least unbalanced. A comment from Roland suggested
that when collegial support from other neophyte principals was the only advice being
sought the benefit of more experienced counsel may have resulted in a different approach to
problem solving:
Interviewer (referring to an artefact of the collegial group): In your 1993 response to this
questionnaire you note the issue of separate staff rooms being a structural
impediment to your vision of a whole school. You say your response to
solving that problem was too gung ho. You invited your collegial group to
visit your site in 1988 to help you determine that solution. What you did was
eliminate a wall, which forced people to be together. Was it only through
discussion with your collegial group, that you came to that decision?
Roland:

Maybe, they were as naïve as I was. There was support; they gave me the
strength to do it; I couldn’t have gone through that process without the support
of the collegial group. But I think probably many of the members, if not all of
the members of that collegial group, would do it differently now too. I’d spend
more time looking at basic principles, underlying philosophies, developing
personal relationships with the school community and I’d certainly go about
communicating a vision in a different manner to the strategies I used then.
(Interview, 1 May 2002)
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It becomes a philosophical argument as to whether this was a good strategy. In Roland’s
case he defined his solution as ‘too gung ho’ (Roland, Questionnaire, 1993) but he
acknowledged that he learnt from it and that the school culture did improve as a result of
this proactive solution.
Another scenario related to Paul’s school. At an inspectorate session that included a
learning group of Roland, Paul, Lenore and the Deputy Principal of Paul’s school, the
Deputy expressed frustration that Paul’s first inclination was to discuss a school problem
with his collegial triad before exploring options with his school executive. This was a
salutary lesson for all. The dangers of the clique became the topic of at least one triad
discussion. (Lenore’s work Diary, 9.3.89 and 14.3.89). The interesting aspect of this
scenario is that it is not known if Paul really changed his approach or emphasis or whether
he just became more discreet when seeking collegial support outside his school team.
How the achievement of the school improvement goal related to the professional
development of the principal depended very much on what was planned, how widely it was
shared with the school community and what the participant learnt from the process. The
principals in this case study still support the process of having trust invested in their
professional judgment to choose the issue, but most would encourage neophyte principals
to also take advantage of consulting other support options. This was not the time when
positional authority was overtly questioned. It should be recognised that management was
the prevailing view of leadership in the Departmental statements on Corporate Purpose and
Goals (Winder, 1987) and the Managing the Schools Policy (NSW Department of
Education, 1984). Writers such as Sergiovanni (1984), Barth (1991) and Fullan (1991) were
just beginning to influence the way we viewed leadership in Australian schools. So it was
more likely, although not certain, that the schools in this case were having things done to
them and for them than with them. In other words, while PDP participants were enjoying a
high degree of empowerment and control over their own learning through the collegial
approach it is not known if the same mindset was translated into the school site of each
principal.
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The option of the school defining the initial problem to be solved may have been canvassed
but may not necessarily have been a school-owned process. In many cases this was because
the issues to be addressed involved the need to change the attitudes and practices of
particular personnel, something that would have caused divisiveness if shared at the school
site. This gives some credence to Hargreaves’ (1991) notion of contrived collegiality. It is
quite probable that principals used their knowledge of collegial practices to contrive
collegiality at their schools in order to manage the changes they required. Chapter Six
provides personal stories of how some principals defined their growth in relation to the
achievement of their school improvement goals. In general, the school as a support for the
principal’s learning in the PDP design is seen more in terms of its context than in terms of
its personnel and what Barth (1991). would see as their legitimate involvement as a
community in the principal’s learning.
5.2.3 The Residentials
The Metropolitan East Region combined for two residentials with the NSWDE South Cost
Region’s implementation of the PDP. After this connection there was no further PDP
involvement between the two cohorts. It appears to have been a cost-sharing arrangement
between the two regions. The South Coast cohort was made up of more experienced
principals than the Metropolitan East contingent and their issues were quite different, some
relating to geographic isolation, but the Metropolitan East participants recall the interaction
as an enriching experience.
The first residential focused on how to identify an improvement need in the school and on
how groups would work. Participants’ pre-course assignment on learning/operational styles
was utilised to assist team building, consensus building and I agree statements on group
operational behaviours. The I agree statements became an entrenched way of operating in
the collegial groups where postulations were canvassed, supported by evidence then honed
to the point where the essence of a subject stood as a group norm. The collegial groups also
modified the practice to encapsulate the right of individuals to dissent. The stance of I
agree to disagree was accepted as an essential democratic feature of collegiality.
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Tuckman’s (1965) theory of group processes was used as a model to identify the possible
stages of forming, storming, norming, performing and mourning that might characterise the
operations of the informal residential groups and their future operation as collegial groups.
Operational guidelines were modelled by presenters who promoted shared leadership
practices and fostered an understanding of what worked for and against the establishment
of collegiality. Some participants described this as a socialisation into the collegial
community or as learning a set of rules on how to be collegial and how to ensure that
groups remained collegial (Jeanette, Interview, 6 February 2002; Paul, Focus group, 7
September 2003). These included such practices as reflective listening, sharing the talking
time, allowing people to explore their own solutions, noting the body language of the
domineering and the non-contributors and dealing with competitive behaviours (NSW
Department of Education Professional Development of Principals Program, 1987d).
Strategies used to reinforce this model included the intensive use of role-play, fishbowl
techniques and sharing in triads. Fishbowls were very confronting as those placed around
the perimeter of a circle undertook the task of analysing non-authentic behaviours and
mannerisms displayed during conflict-resolution and decision-making simulations. The
insecurities uncovered through such observations of body language and controlling
behaviours were addressed in sessions in triads and with partners. Participants found this
intensive approach very revealing. Analysis of power, who had it and how they used it was
new learning for many principals. Along with memories of a monkey puppet and having
fun singing around the pianola, the triads, fishbowls and role plays were the most regularly
recalled aspects of the residential course. It may sound obvious but Krysia and YardleyMatwiejczuk (1997) remind us that people either like or dislike participating in role-play.
Interestingly only two of the original PDP participants disliked such interactive learning.
Trudy, who is not counted as one of the thirteen participants in the case (because she left
the principalship and therefore did not continue in the northern collegial group),
represented that end of the spectrum. She participated in the data collection for this study
only minimally, but in the following statement she shows how she felt about the residential
as compared with the learning environment provided by her collegial group:
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There was lots of role-play, which did, and still does terrify me… In the
residential components there were times I felt a bit overwhelmed. Maybe
they tried to fit too much in. Once the collegial group took responsibility for
content I enjoyed it more… I think without the collegial interaction I would
have taken extended leave. (Trudy, Questionnaire response in lieu of
interview, 2002)
Cornel (Interview, 25 March 2002) was also at odds with the majority of the participants in
his dislike of the fishbowl technique. His preference was for the type of pedagogy that
permeated the Stage courses where sessions were conducted by experts and less threatening
simulations occurred through group discussions. He also tended to share less personal
information with the group. Jason also felt self-conscious in such activities and tended to
observe the swimming rather than being the fish (Jason Interview, 24 April 2002; Jennie
Interview, 7 February 2002). But overall the participants recalled the residential activities
as empowering, exciting and full of promise. As in the pilot program, evaluated by Duignan
(1985), the task after the first residential was to collaboratively identify an area of
improvement with the school community and to come back to the next residential with an
action plan to implement with collegial support from school, facilitator and peer group.
In a questionnaire administered in 1993, completed by ten of the group of thirteen (see
Appendix 4), the participants reacted positively to the question about the residentials as the
following responses indicate:
I found it (the residential stage) useful. Like is more positive than I recall but
I did not dislike it. The ideas were useful refreshers and in some instances
new. I was able to think off-site and discuss with a peer my most pressing
problems. (James, 1993);
The residential meeting at Bundanoon was an ideal location. The group
came from a very diverse background and there was a great deal of interest
in finding out about other schools and places. (Ward, 1993);
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I liked the time for personal reflection/group time. (Melba, 1993);
The topics were pertinent to my role. The people came from secondary,
primary and special education. (Andonia, 1993);
Excellent. Meaningful. Collegiality was evident from day one. (Cornel
1993);
I had an opportunity to take stock, reflect, and marshal resources, personal
and material. (Roland, 1993);
It was so refreshing to have some fun. Everyone seemed so talented. I
couldn’t wait to get back to the second residential so we could play the
pianola and sing and dance again. (Armour, 1993b);
It was so different from other courses, approaching issues from angles I had
never experienced before, e.g. sharing problems openly in small groups.
(Jason, 1993);
It was expanding, both personally and intellectually. We were asked to
nominate problems, which we would like to solve. The course was very well
organised with excellent input from inspirational people such as Milton
Mercer. (Anton, 1993);
It was the most stimulating and well-developed course I have ever attended.
Certainly it was the best principals’ professional development I have ever
experienced. (Paul, 1993)
During interviews in 2002 and subsequent focus group sessions the participants’ memory
of the second residential had blurred. In the collective memory the two residentials had
199

conflated. This is understandable as the second residential was conducted only four weeks
after the first (August 23-26). They agreed, however, that the theory of collegiality,
promoted so vigorously and technically at the first residential, turned into practice at the
second residential. Except for Jason, who chose a superficial topic because he didn’t
believe he had a problem to solve (see 6.3.1), the individuals had worked on an issue to
take back to the second Bundanoon retreat. Only one collegial meeting was held by each
team between the residentials to discuss and refine these issues. The 14 August meeting
agenda of the southern group shows that this half day meeting was structured by the group
facilitator and the consultant. The meeting was designed to identify the project to be
undertaken at each participant’s school and to elicit direction for the consultant to plan
relevant activities and resources for the residential. We subsequently came to the second
residential with problems, visions and action research proposals (see Table 5. 4 overleaf).
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Table 5.4: Problems, visions and action research proposals identified by PDP
participants
Principal Identified School Improvement Issue
Andonia

Helping the Assistant Principal to adjust to educational change. Address roles
and pedagogy

Anton

Falling enrolments. Loss of subject choice. How to semesterize, modularise
curriculum for junior classes

Cornel

Refocus the community and one teacher away from a high profile success to
encompass a more comprehensive curriculum

James

Changing staff attitudesm increasing their professional development and
commitment

Jason

Falling enrolments. Loss of subject choice. Try combined & vertical grouping,
try consultative decision making with presentative curriculum committee

Jeanette

Professional development of an executive teacher

Jennie

Opening a new, unique purpose, under-resourced school for severely disabled
students, while classified as a teaching principal

Lenore

Developing a school evaluation policy, addressing time management, uniting
the parent community and a separatist P&C clique around joint goals

Melba

A vision for a smooth amalgamation of two comprehensive schools to establish
one specialist school and create a new culture

Paul

Creation of a staff development policy and help for teachers at risk

Roland

Establishment a whole-school philosophy

Veronica

The management of a split-site school

Ward

Establishing a new culture after amalgamation of two different government
agencies
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To determine the character of the professional development and welfare focus of the second
residential required a return to the course documents, photographs of the sessions and
interviews with course organisers. An insistence upon the participants owning the direction
of the course content and being given time to reflect was the major emphasis coming from
the data and is described below by Stokes, who coordinated the resources for the 1987
course and acted as a consultant in the pilot:
I recall it as being a valid approach in helping people to do what we might
now call professional learning. The model that was used recognised that: you
don’t just go to a training day and go back to school and it all happens! In
order to bring about change the people need to work through a process. You
need to learn to change and you need to be supported in that process which is
why the collegial structures were put in place. It was also recognised that it
wasn’t: ‘go and do this and all will be solved.’ It was that each of the
principals might have individual needs and that’s why there was a selection
of resources that might be suited to their particular needs rather than, ‘look
this is how you become a principal, off you go and do XYZ.’ It was; ‘you’re
the principal, where are you at this point in time or where is your school up
to in terms of what you want to achieve? - and here are some resources that
could be appropriate for you situation.’ So in that sense there was tailoring,
there was an opportunity to tailor to particular needs. (Stokes, Interview, 24
April 2002)
The support for the principals’ learning provided at the residential retreats also included
activities from the then current Strand’s modules, and the previous Stage courses of the
1970s. Input from industry leaders and counselling on principal welfare issues such as
burn-out, realistic goal setting and conflict resolution featured in the residentials’ learning
activities.
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5.2.4 The Role of Consultants in the PDP
Collegial groups were supported in the beginning stages by a facilitator as well as a
consultant. The consultants, unlike their TSDP counterparts, did not visit the school or
accompany staff on weekend retreats to assist in the problem-solving process. Their
responsibility was to resource the action research and learning needs of the individual
principal in much the same way as a research assistant might operate. They provided
modules or reference material for individual principals and for each residential session,
however, they were available to conduct school workshops if requested. Cameron’s (1982;
1983) evaluations of the TSDP had highlighted the importance of training the consultant
when working with principals and school groups. Ros Strong and Milton Mercer, the
original consultants to the course, both had consultancy skills, but Milton became a
facilitator by default early in the course when the original inspector who was designated the
role was moved to another Region. This meant that the southern group had, for much of
their operation, no official consultant. Milton Mercer was also transferred to another
position early in his facilitation of the southern group leaving that collegial team without
both consultant and facilitator for much of their official involvement in the PDP.
It would be true to say that the provision of consultancy support was under-utilised by
participants, particularly by those in the southern Metropolitan East group. In my own case,
I saw it as fundamentally important to model my own competence using expertise from
within my own school, an approach supported by my triad. Jason was the only participant
who recalled organising consultancy input. This was for his executive team at the school
level, and Ros Strong recalled delivering this service. Otherwise the main role undertaken
by the consultant was providing resources for the northern group’s collegial meetings (see
Appendix 11). Given the work of Cameron (1982) on the effectiveness of consultancy in
the TSDP it could be argued that the estrangement of the consultant (and the facilitator)
from a school-based team concept in the PDP was a weakness in the model. It could also be
argued that it was replaced by the effectiveness of collegial support as in the case of the
southern team. In their operation, the peer group strengthened the principal’s competence to
facilitate school-based improvement. In either event, Ikin saw this separation from the
school as an issue and changed the way the PDP ran in Victoria.
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We changed the name of it (the PDP) to the Principal and School
Development Program (PSPD), the idea being there was no point in
isolation. How could you develop the principal in isolation from the school?
And… if the team of principals was important so was the principal and their
team in the school. And one of the dangers we used to talk about in this
program was: if the principal only worked in isolation with the collegial
group and never reported back to the school council, P&C or the staff, the
chances are, the school improvement project you were working on was never
going to go anywhere, and so we built in this sort of a consultation up and
down the line. (Ikin, Interview, 1 May 2002)
It is an assumption hinted at in the data that we did not utilise consultancy support because
we were concentrating more on the importance of developing our own ability to spearhead
change in our own schools. While the work of this study is to investigate the role of
collegiality in principals’ professional development and not to explore the changes at the
school sites, it is relevant to note, as these statements from my own school-based
professional development plans in 1987 and 1988 indicate, that there were both
transference from the course and importance placed on the involvement of my collegial
group in the achievement of my school-based goals. There was no input by either
consultant or facilitator in this process.
1987 Evaluation of Professional Development Goals: The school’s planning
model was evaluated by the principal and staff and principal’s collegial
groups (school and regional). The model was found to be over structured for
the needs of H. School.12 As part of the professional development of the
principal, this model was identified as the Structural area that I need to
modify. To address the Personal area of growth I have identified realistic
goal setting as my problem to be solved, i.e.
12

H used to signify school name
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•

Over efficiency at the cost of effectiveness;

•

Over estimation of the time commitments of staff;

•

The need to prioritise fewer goals for achievement in a year;

•

Acceptance that the problem lies with me not any external goal
setter. (Armour, 1987)

1988 Evaluation of Professional Development Goals: Causes for
dissatisfaction: I am not reaching those four parents. A real community
division is occurring. Many parents are refusing to work in the canteen with
them but are too scared to speak out about it at meetings. They come up to
see me in droves but do not have the courage to do so publicly. This has to
stop.
Modifications to My Personal Staff Development Plan: Really look at what
these parents dislike. What can I change to achieve unity? I plan to meet
with them and make some agreed steps to follow. I discussed this with the
DI and my collegial group. The collegial group has set time to discuss the
outcomes at the first 1989 collegial meeting. (Armour, 1988)
5.2.5 The Role of Facilitators in the PDP
The facilitators were to have been two inspectors of schools who would act as organisers,
encouraging each individual as well as ensuring that the collegial group met. One was Jean
Koshemakin. I have assumed from course documents that the other inspector who had been
allocated facilitation of the southern group was moved to another district in the initial
stages of the PDP, so Milton acquired the facilitator role, which he soon relinquished before
the end of 1987. While he subsequently moved to another region, participants recalled that
it was Milton’s belief that the group should be independent of a facilitator early in its
operation. As a former principal, he saw the facilitator role as another bureaucratic layer
that should be made obsolete by the professionalism of the group members as they acquired
self-direction and ownership of their professional development and welfare agenda. This
certainly did occur as mentioned; the southern group had neither consultant nor facilitator
support for the majority of their operation. As no other archival records of participants’
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school plans were obtainable I again refer to the excerpts from my own professional
development plan which show that I relied on various supports to help me to identify my
personal and school achievement needs. These included my collegial group in the school,
my PDP triad, the PDP collegial group and my DI.
While not a long-term facilitator, it is apparent that Milton had touched the lives of the
majority of the group, only two of whom had not had contact with him prior to the PDP
(see Figure 5.1a). He was referred to by most of the participants as a visionary and
inspirational educational leader. ‘After the residentials, he was more of a role model than a
facilitator of our learning’ (Roland, Interview, 19 February 2001).
Milton died prematurely in the early1990s. Anton delivered his eulogy and many of the
collegial group attended the funeral. Even though he had left the program and the
Metropolitan East Region before his death, his passing had a strengthening impact on the
emotional ties of members in the combined collegial group.
Both facilitators had prior consultancy training and used these skills adeptly but, like the
consultants, they too were not expected to operate within the school unless asked.13 All
participants acknowledged the facilitators’ sensitivity in executing their role. Ikin, from his
perspective as a PDP designer and director of the Victorian program for eight years,
maintained that the correct choice of facilitator was one of the most important features of
the program.
It was important that the group had confidence in that person and that that
person didn’t come on too strong in the sense that he or she didn’t try and
turn the principals into a group of clones. On the other hand they didn’t want
them too passive either, playing no role unless they were asked, so you
needed them sort of friendly but pro-active. The best facilitators we’ve had
in both states have been those who were active in looking at what each of the
13

This was not the case for James, Melba and Jeanette who had Jean Koshemakin as their School Inspector.
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participants was doing and chasing-up and providing ideas and resources and
sort of jollying the group along. In the early years of the program in
Queensland, Victoria and NSW there was a lot of time, money and effort put
into the facilitators with the recognition that these people were more
important than they might as first appear and that consultants and facilitators
needed some real understanding of the role they were going to play,
particularly if they were junior officers and they were going to work with
eight to ten quite senior principals. (Ikin, Interview, 1 May 2002)
Ikin identifies an issue here that led to the less than satisfactory implementation of the PDP
for participants in the South Coast contingent in 1987. As the South Coast participants
attended both residentials at Bundanoon, the Metropolitan East principals were able to
observe their concern about the dual role of their facilitator as their district inspector.
Interviews with members of the South Coast cohort confirmed that this impacted the
professional development of principals in the 1987 and following course (Eileen, Interview,
23 January 2002; Keith, Interview, 28 November 2001; Warrick, Interview, 23 January
2002). Ward recalled specifically noting the behaviour of South Coast participants at the
residentials. He observed that they were encouraged by the course to expect a collegial and
collaborative approach but were experiencing an assessment situation.
He (the facilitator) sort of came on fairly strong and very directive and I
know my initial feelings were I’d be cautious about what I’d say. I felt that
some of the South Coast people stood off a little bit and weren’t quite as
open with their feelings about their inadequacies or of needing help in
certain areas because I think he came across as fairly intimidating, fairly
strong. (Ward, Interview, 18 July 2002)
The coordinator of the 1988 South Coast contingent described the difficulty to me as
follows:
Some of the inspectors insisted on being the facilitators themselves.
Occasionally that works, as in the case of your cohort, but not often. The
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ability of people to be able to get with one another and discuss issues frankly
and openly and honestly, without being concerned that a superior officer
might hold this against them, is a very important issue. Confidentiality is
high on the list of requirements for a facilitator. (Eileen, Interview, 24
January 2002)
This experience alerted some members of the Metropolitan East group to the potential
danger. One member of the southern group recalled expressing relief that their team had,
early in their formation, lost the intended facilitator who was also an inspector (Paul, 1993
Questionnaire). The northern group however did have a DI as their facilitator and she was
highly valued. Jean Koshemakin was eventually seen as a member of the northern team
although in the early stages those in her inspectorate (James, Jeanette and Melba) saw her
involvement as an extension of her work in their schools. As James reported:
…those of us in the northern collegial group, who also had Jean Koshemakin
as their DI, viewed their invitation to undertake the PDP, as well as the
purpose and follow-up of the course, to be part of working with their
inspector. (Focus-group 4, September 7, 2003)
This was an entirely different atmosphere and organisational premise to that experienced by
the Metropolitan East southern group. Because they had been self sufficient for so long and
had not experienced the dual inspector/facilitator role it was more difficult for the southern
group (other than Ward, who knew Jean well), to disassociate her from her DI
responsibility when the groups amalgamated. They also had not had the same time for trust
building. However, it was never an issue. By the time of amalgamation Jean moved to other
regional responsibilities and while she always extended her goodwill she rarely attended
meetings after the amalgamation.
5.2.6 The Support of the Collegial Group
The issue of definition of collegiality and its sustainability will be substantially covered in
Chapter Seven, however a definition that explains the fundamental character of this
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collegial group is required here to understand the nature of its peer support activity. For this
purpose it can best be described as, a collection of principals who, as the result of their
participation in the Professional Development of Principals Course, shared their learning
and sometimes welfare needs in a reflective, low risk, supportive environment of trust to
undertake individual innovations or problem-solving projects as related to their school
leadership and professionalism. The group/s used the term ‘the collegial group’ as the
name of the entity and ‘the collegial group members’ to refer to their associates within the
group/s.
Away from the residentials, the Metropolitan East groups operated separately as the
northern and southern teams. Within the southern team, sub-group activity (in triads and
dyads) was undertaken by those geographically capable of regular meetings. From 1987 to
the end of 1988 there were two distinct operational cultures identifiable in the two separate
Metropolitan East collegial groups. This only became apparent when the two groups
combined. An overarching similarity in both groups was the importance attributed to
relevant problem-solving approaches. Both teams set meaningful time aside at all of their
meetings for professional dialogue about their leadership learning and its transference to
their schools. They allowed individuals to talk out their problems, share their visions and
celebrate their development. This had been modelled at the Residentials and all participants
claim this was well incorporated into the practices of both teams.
Reflective listening techniques appeared to be well understood and valued and an
overriding feature, mentioned by nearly all participants, was the absence of (or control of)
competitive behaviours in the groups. Each team believed there was no obvious leader.
Today we might interpret this as evidence of Barth’s (1991) concept of a community of
leaders or distributed leadership for professional learning communities (Stoll, Fink & Earl,
2004). Duties related to their operation were negotiated, shared and alternated among
themselves. Both groups scheduled their collegial meetings on their yearly planners/diaries
and these dates were given priority over other events where possible. Participants were
funded by the PDP if relief time was required but this was rarely utilised. This is where the
similarities ended.
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Jennie assisted the northern group in finding themselves a home. It was a well-equipped
boat shed, set up as a clubhouse for the school’s rowing teams with an open deck (pontoon)
out onto the river. It could be described as a picturesque, private and quiet retreat. The team
established the tradition of beginning their meetings with breakfast, which they supplied.
The only time competition was mentioned in the entire data collection for this study was in
relation to who could source the most unusual juice or jam for breakfast meetings. The
group regularly walked to a nearby facility for lunch or brought seafood and champagne
back to the boatshed after which the meeting activities resumed until after 3.00pm. Up to
the time the two groups had amalgamated, the northern group had participated in eight
separate team meetings and according to the documented meeting agendas this format,
accented here by Jennie’s recollections, appears to have been the usual practice:
For our meetings we wanted to get away from the school if possible. I could
get access to the SB High Rowing shed. We had to get permission from our
facilitator Jean Koshemakin to meet there but having the boatshed down at
the water was a marvellous think tank area. She could see that. It was out of
the school environment where there were bells going, so no interruptions.
We started at eight in the morning with a working breakfast. I’d pick up the
key, get there at seven thirty, pull all the tables out on to the pontoon and
have everything going because I knew my way around the boatshed. We had
set jobs. Anton and Jeanette would bring the croissants and the juice. I got
the jam, so did Trudy and it became a real competition as to who could find
the nicest juice, the most interesting jam; it was always an exotic jam,
nothing plain, and somebody got the fruit; Jason got the fruit, I think, and
then somebody came with the morning tea. It might have been Ken.
Somebody had to do a morning tea as well. Sometimes we had lunch at the
club’s restaurant down the road and other times we’d keep going at the
boatshed.
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After breakfast there was a bit of debriefing and we’d have our guest
speakers; Jean came to a lot of them as well as Ros. Jean merged from the
original facilitator of the group into the group. We saw her as part of our
group. We’d get on with business because we were very aware that we had
privilege and we respected it and we nurtured it and ended up treasuring it I
guess, because it was invaluable. I also invited out the Regional Director,
Alex, and other regional people so that they could observe and see what we
were achieving. Alex was really pleased with what was going on.
Jean went from an Inspector to a Cluster Director and while she shared no
particular problems with us her new job brief was developing and she was
quite open about that. Ros’ role as consultant initially was to resource the
group in terms of finding particular things that would help, whether it was
reading material or a journal article or something. I saw her in that role at
Bundanoon, providing those resources when we had to keep going on with
our projects and when we had set work to take back to the second
Bundanoon. Later on if she saw that we needed any particular resource she
would bring it to a meeting. She didn’t necessarily individualise it, when she
saw a need, or when she saw something in her daily work that would be
useful, she shared it.
At our collegial meetings we made time to talk about our own individual
project or problem that we were solving. It could have started at breakfast; it
more than likely did. There was a set time in that day to do it. If we had a
speaker coming we would have our problem-solving session first-up because
that was the most important part of the day in some ways. It was a debriefing
and an updating time so people knew where they were up to. Also the ‘how
are you?’, ‘what’s doing?’ and the ‘oh I’ve thought of this,’ would happen
incidentally through the whole day as well as structurally, and over lunch.
When time came to go home, people would still be there. We’d all clean it
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up. I’d vacuum the place out, lock it up and take the key back. But they
would all stay outside and still stand there and talk.
The professional development became much more focused as we went along
and it was a steady influence. Professional development and welfare issues
merged. It was sort of an ebb and flow. There would be times when you
really did need that principal’s welfare aspect and other times there was the
professional development. They were on an even footing. We might be
looking at issues and problems in a generalised way too, apart from the
person’s individual one and that too can be welfare but it can also be a
professional broadening of the mind. As the time went on the original
problem might have been solved, like for me the vision, the starting off, the
creation of the environment, would have changed into something else.
We were fascinated by each other’s progress. You actually got a lot of pride
out of each other’s achievements and you really cared how people were
getting along. We looked forward to meeting. I didn’t make a great deal of
contact in between and no one made contact with me but that didn’t mean
that I wasn’t thinking about them, looking forward to hearing the next thing.
(Jennie, Interview, 7 February 2002)
Jean, from her perspective as an inspector, described the operational culture of the northern
group in professional development terms:
There was an absolute trust that that group would use that time
professionally. But it wasn’t just a great fun, get together type thing,
although we had fun there. We had some wonderful seafood lunches and so
on there, but the outstanding thing was that it was a focus. People looked
forward to going there and perhaps airing the latest problem they had to deal
with in their schools and looking to see whether other principals would have
handled it differently or whether they would have supported the strategy and
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getting other ideas, I guess, to clarify some issues, looking at things
differently and I think that’s probably what the course was very good at,
getting principals to look at a problem in a different way. And that probably
did help a lot of people quite considerably. So I guess those are the main
things I remember about the meetings in the boatshed. I do remember the joy
with which we watched all the boating on the River but they were really very
peripheral things. I just think professional development at those meetings
was quite outstanding. (Koshemakin, Interview, 14 March 2002)
The southern group had quite a different culture. It was less structured in character but no
less professional. Its meetings were held at each other’s schools and at Veronica’s home,
itself a picturesque, quiet and private location overlooking the water. The emphasis at these
meetings was on sharing the individual’s growth and following this up at that person’s
school in much the same manner as a consultant might have operated. There were no
professional development inputs from outsiders but very frequent triad or partner meetings
occurred for some members in-between the formal meetings. Documentation from
participant diaries show there were seven formal meetings undertaken before
amalgamation.
Ward tended to be less involved. It was not until the collection of data for this study that it
was found he sometimes attended the northern group meetings to be able to share insights
with Jennie on matters related to their Special Education issues. It is now assumed that he
was a link person in the encouragement for the two groups to combine. Interestingly, both
groups thought he was an under-attending member of their team. While he also attributed
his northern connection to the convenience of transport sharing and closer locale, in the
following extract from his interview it is apparent that Ward did not believe there were any
boundaries between membership of the two.
I think because of the Special Ed. link between Jennie and myself I didn’t
just identify with the southern group, I identified mainly with Jennie I guess
and a few other people that I had already known, so the boundaries didn’t
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mean anything to me except ‘don’t worry about them at all.’ (Ward,
Interview, 18 July 2002)
In terms of comparison, collegiality was not well developed in the groups from the South
Coast implementation where there were very few neophyte principals. According to
Warrick (Interview, 23 January 2002), who was a former consultant and new to the
principalship in the South Coast implementation, it was the unequal nature of experience
and non-recognition of comparable expertise that worked against collegiality in his group.
He believed it was difficult for a new principal who had come from a rich consultancy
background to be acknowledged collegially by those who were about to retire from the
principalship. The fact that Warrick sought a collegial group outside the South Coast PDP
with three people who shared a similar educational philosophy might indicate that the
concept of collegiality works best among equals and among those who have shared
educational values. Eileen, (Interview, 24 January 2002), a NSWDET principal, also holds
this view from her former experience as a PDP organiser who coordinated two
implementations of the PDP in the South Coast Region. Her experience with the collegial
philosophy extended into later incarnations of the program in the next millennium when she
became a principal and a member of various collegial groups. Her description of
collegiality resonates closely with the perceptions held by the Metropolitan East principals.
You can have collegiality even with just say two people, but often there will
be a larger group than that. To me I think it’s tied up with people who
probably share, have a shared vision I guess of educational issues and what
they believe about how kids learn and those sorts of things. I think it’s also
people who feel comfortable with each other and people who trust each
other. And I think that if you’ve got that it’s more likely that the group will
be able to sustain itself and obviously keep going. So it’s a thing where
people really willingly come together, sometimes for a particular purpose or
it might be a multitude of purposes. I think you are prepared to commit to
the group and stay with the group if you believe that the other people in the
group have something to offer you and that you’ve got something to offer to
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them. But certainly I think one of the key factors is trust and credibility.
(Eileen, Interview, 24 January 2002)
5.2.7 Triads and Dyads
It is clear that the triad/partnership concept was very important to sub-groups in the
southern team (Lenore, Paul, Roland and Veronica). This did not include Cornel, Andonia
and Ward although my triad assumed they too were similarly meeting in sub-groups. It was
not until the collection of data for this study that Ward revealed that he had in fact made
himself a member of both the northern and southern teams and operated closely with Jennie
from the northern team. Andonia recalled that she had enough support from her spouse who
was an experienced principal. Cornel (Interview, 25 March 2002) said he is not a warm
person and that he shied away from the type of in-depth revelation which had been
modelled for triads at Bundanoon. He said in his interview that he preferred more goaldirected activity. His collegial activity appeared to be goal-driven and for a short-term
purpose. This was demonstrated by his emphasis on working with collegial members to
achieve joint grants for professional events held at the school level. He embraced collegial
support with Paul, Roland and Lenore to assist in career advancement issues. He also
utilised partnerships with Paul to develop a specific staff development policy, and Veronica
and Andonia to assist him in specific curriculum issues (see Table 5.4).
The regularity of triad talks between Roland, Lenore and Paul and partner meetings
between Veronica and Lenore can be traced through many diary entries outside the official
collegial meetings and were related more to matters of welfare than school-based
management, leadership or curriculum. These interactions were acknowledged by those
participants to be significant personal growth experiences.
While sub-groups did not replace the support of the total collegial group they symbolised a
place where intensive attention could be expected for an individual concern without fear of
dominating the time allocated to all members of the team. They could expect open-ended
questions to elicit responses that required them to defend and reflect critically on their
actions and planned solutions.
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Participants who utilised this support option had been alerted to the clique label (see Paul’s
scenario in 5.2.2) and tried to avoid operating exclusively from the rest of the team. The
operation of sub-groups varied, but in general they were spontaneous responses to ‘I need
some help, can we meet this afternoon?’ Invariably the issues were sensitive and
confidential. Examples included dealing with health issues, ‘whiteanting’ of the principal
by the P&C executive, marital dysfunction, family issues, a near student tragedy and ‘toxic’
behaviours by an executive member that threatened to contaminate the school culture.
These issues were different from the ones identified for the PDP as school improvement
projects. They were usually acute and personal, and ones that the participants believed
should not be shared at the school level or allowed to dominate the space of the formal
collegial meetings. They were, however, issues that had an impact on their school
leadership. It must be stressed that such matters were not kept secret from the rest of the
collegial group but dealt with as they arose. This was often between scheduled meeting
dates. If an issue was not resolved in the sub-group and threatened to become chronic the
participant brought it to the problem-solving session of the collegial meeting. It was the
sharing of such concerns that cemented the loyalty and trust within the group as Veronica
aptly describes here: ‘It was like an initiation, like a sort of bloodletting thing. We’ve been
through something together that was very powerful and that’s the binding force.’ (Veronica,
Interview, 19 February 2002).
Triads and partnerships were not utilised to such an extent by the northern team. While
documentation shows the original PDP course intent was for the northern team to operate
between meetings in this fashion the only acknowledged triad activity was between Melba,
Jeanette and James who associated it with discussing their joint inspectorate issues and
meeting for dinner because of their close geographic locations (Jeanette, Interview, 6
February 2002). James and Melba had regular contact at Principals Council where, as
James recalled, ‘we used each other as sounding boards to unpack our visions for our
schools’ (James, Focus group, 7 September 2003). Jennie and Jason recall breaking off into
work groups with Ken (who did not remain in the group) during their collegial group
meetings but in operational terms, no sub-group activities were planned outside the official
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meetings. All participants in both groups, however, acknowledged the use of telephone
contact with selected collegial members for urgent advice or quick support responses. The
many faxes sent among the group after 1990 also indicate that information collection was
operating through this form of contact.
5.2.8 The PDP Modules
Modules of self-paced learning materials were very popular in the in-service approaches
which predated the PDP, and many written for the Stage courses and TSDP were retained
for the PDP. However, only four participants in the Metropolitan East implementation of
the PDP recall using a module in their schools. One of these was the module designed to
help principals identify the school-based issue; another one was on decision making and
was implemented by the consultant in Jason’s school; the others that were used were more
in the nature of activities than significant professional development programs. The cost to
maintain the module bank was not justified by their usage and according to Rice (Interview,
14 May 2002) they were not continued in the PDP after 1988. Ikin opposed the
continuation of modules in the Victorian implementation of the PDP as they were evaluated
as being too costly to maintain.
I think it’s a natural tendency in bureaucracies to want to tell people how to
suck eggs and I don’t think principals in particular thrive on that terribly
well. They’re used to running their own show; they’re self-activating people.
They by-and-large have plenty of drive and initiative. What they need is the
time and the resources and the structure to impose the content. It seemed to
me this is one of the reasons why the modules were never utilised. I must say
it became a huge burden to not only write those modules but to maintain
them and at some later date, certainly in Victoria, we abandoned the
modules. This information existed in libraries, in universities and elsewhere
so it was just as sensible to ask the participants in this program to track down
the information themselves rather that have it in little packages. You can’t
keep them relevant, you can’t keep them contemporary, and inevitably it
becomes a huge issue and a cause of great irritation for people when they get
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hold of a module that’s out of date. Or worse still they go looking for a
module that might address an issue that they themselves are confronted with
and there isn’t anything there. Today they could find help through the net but
that wasn’t around in ‘87. (Ikin, Interview, 1 May 2002)
While the modules were considered by participants to be of minor importance in the
support structures for their learning in the PDP, they were maintained and utilised by
consultants and school personnel in the TSDP, which continued as a professional
development option for schools in tandem with the trial of the PDP up until 1985.
5.2.9 The System imprimatur for the PDP
From the outset of their selection for the PDP the Metropolitan East principals were
encouraged to believe that the system was mentoring their development. This was
demonstrated by the support of the individual district inspectors and their ongoing interest
in the participants’ school-based learning issues. Participants also refer to the
acknowledgement of their achievements by their Regional Director, Alex Scott, who
appeared to have specific knowledge of their issues and endeavours. The security felt by
participants for this overt commitment to their learning and the associated allocation of
time for achieving their goals cannot be overstated. The participants spoke about the
flexible approach to time, not only as an inbuilt structure of the PDP, but also as a
privilege. Specifically, they cite in their interviews and focus group meetings the
expectation of regular collegial meetings being both condoned by DIs, and funded as an inschool-time professional development entitlement by the region. The principals provided
feedback to the region on the value of this support. Initially this was done informally
through their facilitators and their respective DIs, but subsequently they actively sought
opportunities to keep the Regional Director informed of their school’s progress and
therefore the achievement of their PDP goals. This was as much to acknowledge the
region’s investment in their development as to justify the ongoing need to continue their
collegial group activity. The perusal of documented meeting agendas indicates that
principals were not reluctant to offer invitations to the Regional Director and other senior
officers to visit their meetings (see letter to the Minister for Education in Appendix 12).
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They also spoke in their interviews about the Regional Director accepting invitations to
visit their schools. Many acknowledged the subsequent high profile achieved by their
schools when they were chosen by the Region to host initiatives such as policy launches,
ministerial visits and various media promotions. The principals believed their schools were
considered highly by the Regional Director and six were recipients of state and or national
awards for their individual and school achievements. Some were titled Centres of
Excellence and James’ school received international acclaim for its curriculum initiatives
under his leadership.
The concept of mentorship in the PDP design did not appear to exist outside of this type of
system-based imprimatur. This is surprising as mentorship is often cited in the literature
synonymously, or at least in conjunction with collegiality. The participants in this study did
not seek mentorship although Anton attributed guru status to Milton as an educator and
many found him inspirational as a role model. The following quote is interesting as Milton
was not the facilitator of Anton’s group. ‘I saw Milton as very influential, certainly
influential on me. He seemed to know instinctively where we were all up to. He didn’t
waste our time, telling us things we didn’t need to know.’ (Anton, Interview, 14 May 2001)
This reflection may have also incorporated Anton’s experiences of having previously
worked with Milton before the PDP. While Milton was not specifically a mentor,
participant interviews reveal that he had the reputation of walking the talk that made him a
credible and authentic educator in their eyes
As most principals in the Metropolitan East contingent were in their first years of
principalship they viewed each other as equals who were dealing with the same or similar
concerns. Learning from each other was more in the nature of ‘this is what I tried’ than
‘how is this done’? Having an interested audience that was not judgmental was an
important feature identified by most of the participants. So mentorship was not sought and
while it could have been a role of the facilitators it did not seem to be overt and formalised.
Participants very firmly agreed that mentoring would not have been an appropriate role for
any one of the principals in the group as it implies a power difference of novice and expert
that would work against their notion of collegiality. Some reported utilising information
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from friends, spouses, inspectors and more senior principals as mentors but mostly this was
for low-level management advice Andonia believes her spouse acted both as her mentor
and collegial confidant (interestingly, nine out of the thirteen participants had spouses who
were also educators, and two acknowledged their spouses as sources of support during the
PDP).
This is not to say that the expertise of individuals in the group was not recognised or
utilised. As previously mentioned, Cornel indicated that he sought help in the specialty
areas covered by the expertise of Andonia, Veronica and Paul and certainly members
coached each other when interviews and inspections were imminent. But in general, the
course made no connections between the concepts of collegiality and mentoring and neither
did the participants. This contrasts with later NSW professional development courses and
initiatives for principals. Ikin, who became Director of the NSW Training and Development
unit after leaving the Victorian system, brought with him both a stronger school ownership
focus and more of a mentor role for the facilitator to be incorporated into the modern
equivalent of the PDP.
As shown in the literature review, collaboration, collegiality and mentoring have assumed
shared meanings and various working definitions. In Chapter Seven, this study will closely
define the meaning given to collegiality by the thirteen Metropolitan East principals in this
case, teasing out its various stages and changing conceptual nature over a seventeen-year
period. Collegiality in their experience was different from mentoring.
5.2.10 The Role and Responsibility of the Principal as Learner in the PDP
The role of the principal as a reflective learner and problem solver in the PDP course design
has been symbolised by its central location in the model of support structures (see Figure
5.2(10)). The underlying expectation was that the principals, in taking responsibility for
their own learning, would embed it into their practice back at the school site. If, as a result
of their involvement in the PDP, they could model the legitimacy of adult learning for their
staff and community and employ collaborative decision making at their school sites then
the actual identified issue would be simply a means to achieve these ends. The principals
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were required to apply quality to their learning and critically reflect on their development.
They were to learn how to lead their schools to maintain quality or to become even more
effective places of learning. According to Johnson’s (1987) Memo to Inspectors, the
original intent was to provide credit for the completion of the course towards a tertiary
award program involving up to twenty-five percent credit in the graduate Diploma in
Education Studies or Diploma in School Administration through a Departmental
partnership with the then Armidale College of Advanced Education. Thomas (2002)
confirmed this from the perspective of Armidale CAE. But there was doubt expressed at the
first residential about how this proposed tertiary partnership strategy would be assessed and
it subsequently did not eventuate (Thomas 2002). It was however the intent of the designers
(Rice, 1986) that the PDP have the rigour of a Graduate Diploma course, and certainly this
was recommended in Duignan’s evaluation of the pilot (Duignan, 1985). It was also
communicated to participants at the commitment session as noted in my own diary entry of
22 July 1987.
The support structures of the course provided many opportunities for the principal to
engage in substantial professional dialogue related to management and leadership issues.
The apparent balance of challenge and skill development in the conditions the principals set
for their learning tasks were akin to the concept of ‘flow’ described as follows by Stoll,
Fink et al. (2004):
(Flow is) the condition in which the individual is so completely absorbed in
the task that s/he is totally unselfconscious…When people are in flow they
are self-motivated self-directed professionals enjoying the challenge of
learning curves. Flow however only occurs when people perceive their skill
as sufficient to meet the demands of the task (Stoll et al., 2004, p.100).
In the cases where participants felt it an honour to have been chosen to do the course they
expressed a positive energy about their involvement in the processes of the PDP and
acknowledged their learning journey. In reflective interviews, participants recalled this
enthusiasm was expressed during the meeting held with the Regional Director and in
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various educational forums where participants voluntarily and enthusiastically spoke about
their growth and promoted the value of the PDP to their peers (Armour & Hughes, 1988;
Newman, 1988). All participants acknowledged that they grew in their skills development
through the support offered by their collegial group’s interest in the achievement of their
identified task. Some outstanding examples of school improvements were observed and
recorded photographically by the collegial group in their visits to eleven out of the thirteen
schools14. Many achievements attracted media attention and high level acknowledgement
of the transformation (as in the schools of James, Melba, Ward, Veronica and Jennie) and
as already mentioned, most others were used as sources for Departmental promotional
purposes such as policy launches, Ministerial visits, and other high profile hosting
responsibilities. All participants believe they fulfilled their commitment made at the
beginning of the course (although not to involvement in triads) and while some issues
identified by the principals (see Table 5.4) changed in character, all plans were
implemented. I appear to have been the only participant who felt disappointed that the
proposed tertiary involvement and credit toward postgraduate accreditation had not been
incorporated into the design.

5.3 The Course Evaluation
The two PDP collegial groups operating separately met together only at the two residentials
in 1987, at a combined collegial meeting on 27 May 1988 and at the final evaluation of the
course on 27 June 1988. Formative evaluations were continually occurring through
feedback to facilitator, and departmental officers (northern group) and on one occasion with
the Regional Director, on 9 December 1987 (southern group). Andonia organised for the
southern team to meet the RD, Alex Scott, to outline the value we had gained from the
course and to promote its extension for others in the schools. This was ostensibly a public
relations exercise organised by the principals to acknowledge and justify the Region’s
commitment to their development but it also gave individuals a chance to report their

14

Anton and Jeanette, from the northern team had retired before the southern team’s tradition of school
visitations had been coopted by the amalgamated group. Thus the collegial group did not visit their schools.
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progress to a credible audience. The northern team too adopted this relationship with Alex
Scott, when Jennie invited him to a boat-shed meeting.
By the time of the evaluation meeting, the final phase of the course, the CSC had ceased
operation and it was apparent that funding for the course was dwindling. No
accommodation was allocated for participants who lived out-of-town to attend the two-day
evaluation (see Appendix 10). Some participants could not recall the final evaluation phase
of the PDP but those who did indicated that the learner-centred pedagogy usually
associated with our operation was absent in the activities of the evaluation sessions. It was
spoken about in ways that indicate a non-memorable, non-celebratory, accountability
exercise. This disappointed some participants, who by then were used to providing high
quality, relevant input sessions in their collegial groups and who were looking forward to
celebrating their successes (Roland, 2005).
Most found it difficult at the final focus group meeting to recall their input at the evaluation
session. All remembered the location, the fact that the process went late into one night and
again into the next day and some remembered that it involved one person at a time
laboriously revealing their story. The two out-of-town participants were outraged that they
were expected to drive two hours home after 10pm and return by 8.00am the next morning.
They recalled booking into the motel and leaving the bill for the organisers to deal with.
This was a most uncharacteristic, non-collegial reaction to what otherwise had been an
exciting course. The modules from the evaluation phase were available in the group’s
artefacts and included hand-written participant notes. They appeared to be good activities
with some effective strategies but there is no memory of these being implemented in a
stimulating manner. It is believed that as a staff inspector conducted the process, his lack of
involvement in the course may have been responsible for the top-down pedagogy used in
the exercise even though Jean Koshemakin assisted with the implementation.
The consensus was that the evaluation was held too far from the intensive learning that
occurred in 1987. The most momentous aspect of the evaluation exercise was that the
groups decided to continue meeting after the course had officially finished and set a date
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for a social meeting on 25 November 1988 to discuss their future directions. At this social
event, when the northern group had reduced to six members, it was agreed that the groups
merge into one group of thirteen members.

5.4 The Amalgamation of the Two Separate Metropolitan East Collegial
Groups
Amalgamation was an independent act of the two groups. As the amalgamation occurred
after the official completion of the NSWDE Metropolitan East 1987-88 implementation of
the PDP it received no further funding for release time or activities. The combined collegial
group’s operation, in school time, was however sanctioned by their Departmental superiors.
As Koshemakin notes, its continued operation was an indicator that the course was
successful: ‘I thought it really proved a point that there were some people who were getting
enormous benefits from it and making the best use of it’ (Koshemakin, Interview, 14 March
2002).
After the initial analysis of the interviews with collegial group members some reason was
sought at a focus group, and in a follow-up survey, (see Appendix 13) as to why the two
groups decided to amalgamate. It seemed a risky thing to do as both groups were very
satisfied with their smaller supportive group arrangements and, as Chapter Seven will
show, it marked a new stage in the principals’ professional development and altered the
collegial conditions. Interestingly the merger was seamless and non-threatening. While
individuals had reservations over the merger (Anton, Andonia, Lenore, Veronica, Jennie)
none revealed this at the time. Instead they adopted the attitude summed up here by Jennie:
‘We might have been a little bit sceptical whether it would work but I think we just did it
and thought ‘see what happens’” (Jennie, Interview, 7 February 2002). Only one
communication from the group’s artefacts shows a perception that the combined culture
needed to be cemented. In a fax sent by Paul to plan a professional development retreat he
wrote: ‘we need to meld our philosophies in order to bring each group together’ (Paul, Fax
Message, 20 October 2003). This was not a perception shared by others and it is an
interesting anomaly as it was written four years after amalgamation.
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The memories of why and when the groups amalgamated are many and varied. No other
theme in this study shows such variation of opinion. Much of the conflicting information on
when it occurred could be discounted by reference to documents. These eliminate the
beliefs that it was because many people left the groups (two did not continue in the northern
team), or that groups were failing, or that it was negotiated with the Regional Director. One
significant reason was because there was a continuing need for a supportive audience and
as Roland stated, it was convenience that was the overriding reason. In clarifying this he
included factors such as ‘already established organisation, venue, similar needs, bigger
social group, i.e. more people to interact’ (Roland, Questionnaire, 1993). Along with this
succinct summation the following themes regularly occur throughout the data: ‘We were
friends’, ‘we really just liked each other’, ‘we had fun together’, ‘we operated the same
way’, and ‘we respected each other.’ This led to various questions of the data, requiring
triangulation with other sources and participant observer reflection. As there had only been
four combined meetings prior to amalgamation (two being intensive sessions at
residentials) perhaps they knew they had fun together, but how had they all become
friends? How did they know they liked each other? How did they know enough about each
other’s educational philosophies to have determined to respect each other? These
suggestions were examined and subsequently analysed with the following results.
Suggestion 1: We were all friends.
Figure 5.1b shows some strong connections between individuals and some members did
have close friendships. Some visited each other, met for dinner and travelled on holidays
together but most did not. If we define friendship by some common factors there may be
fundamental things that friends might know about each other. For example friends might
expect to know if the individuals had partners. They might know the number of children
they have, their names and what they do in life. Not many in the group knew this or other
personal information about all members at that stage and still, seventeen years later, this
information is not readily known about some members by others.
Suggestion 2: We really just liked each other.
As in all groups there are fringe-dwellers, some that are liked by most, and some people
who attract or repel each other. This group was no different to most in this regard.
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Individuals tended not to talk about each other, which was a well learned collegial rule (that
no one recalled being specifically taught), but just because they did not break confidences
or ridicule or avoid each other did not mean they all liked each other. The fact that
individuals liked meeting together in the smaller groups is well documented. This was
because of the supportive environment and the feeling of self worth but this is different
from just liking each other, so why risk that by amalgamating to a larger group that might
not provide the same trust and support? This is further analysed below in relation to the
risk-taking nature of the participants.
Suggestion 3: We had fun together.
Memory and reference to photographs of the group at residentials confirmed that many of
the extroverts in the group were having fun together and there were mixtures of people
from both groups, but this did not include all thirteen participants and there were not
enough artefacts from these occasions to confirm this perception. It is certainly a recurring
theme in the photographic artefacts and memories of later social functions.
Suggestion 4: We operated the same way.
This view is curious. The expectation of a homogeneous operation turned out to be the end
result; a seamless transition and a new operational culture resulted from the blending of
both modes. It is quite probable that the individual’s ease with each others’ styles related
back to their residential retreats at Bundanoon. The course modules indicate that activities
were undertaken to teach participants to vary the way they operate in groups by being
aware of the operational preferences of others. But clearly the interviews, agendas of
southern and northern meetings and artefacts show that the groups operated differently
when they were separate. This was probably because of the models fostered and
implemented by their facilitators and the subsequent loss of facilitator for the southern
team.
A re-examination of the participants’ perceptions of their own learning and operational
styles was undertaken as a matter of interest. While there are now various views about the
legitimacy of learning-style instruments, it was part of the 1987 course requirements and
may have influenced the way the participants thought about their behaviour in groups at
that time. After repeating the inventory (Kolb, 1976), participants were asked to respond to
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two questions in 2002: Did they think they had changed since 1987 and did they agree with
the 2002 results? Only one person out of the thirteen participants still had a copy of their
1987 results with which to compare. Yet from the repeated exercise, only one did not agree
with the 2002 result and felt the representation of her learning/operational style was
incorrect. She added however, that her family all believed the results depicted the person
they knew.
Comparison of the thirteen results showed an unexpected number of the participants had
the same perception of their style. ‘Active experimentation’ dominated the style of all
members of the original southern group and more than half of the northern group (see
comparison of results in Appendix 5). The summary by Kolb (1976) in the Learning Style
Inventory Technical Manual indicates that active experimenters are believed to learn best
when they can engage in such things as projects and small-group discussions. They dislike
passive learning situations and they tend to be extroverts.
However, unlike the northern team, most people in the southern group saw themselves as
‘accommodators’ (see comparative results of members from both groups in Appendix 5). It
is a reasonable assumption that the amalgamation was accepted and smooth because of the
preponderance of accommodators. This is supported by interview data which indicates that
participants in the southern group described the amalgamation as ‘joining the northern
group’ and most in the northern group used words like, ‘the southern group joined us’.
According to Kolb (1976), accommodators are adaptable ‘risk takers whose greatest
strength lies in doing things, in carrying out plans and experiments, and involving oneself
in new experiences, excelling in situations where one must adapt to specific immediate
circumstances’ (in Owens et al., 1978, p.5).
Suggestion 5: We respected each other.
There is no doubt that a great number of the participants did respect each other for their
educational backgrounds and their accomplishments. As shown in Figure 5.1b only two of
the participants were unknown to other principals in the PDP course (Lenore and Paul). Of
interest to me as a newcomer and subsequently the participant observer was that only three
of the collegial group members’ past achievements had ever been acknowledged in the
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group (Roland, Veronica, Andonia) and the past of all others was largely unknown to me. It
was during the initial analysis of interview data that I realised what was probably common
knowledge to most others who had had long-term involvement in the Metropolitan East
Region: the group members had a rich and broad background in education before the
principalship and a good proportion of the participants were recognised individuals with
high profiles in the NSWDE before their involvement in the PDP.
To collect confirming data on this, participants were asked to write details of their previous
educational experiences before becoming a principal. The findings were staggering with the
revelation that eleven of the thirteen participants had not followed the usual lock-step
promotional road to the principalship. There were some very experienced educators in the
group, which included a large number of former consultants, advisors and education project
managers. The group had much broader System and professional experience beyond the
school than would be expected from a random sample of principals (see Table 5.5). This
made sense of this unexpected interview response from Cornel who had followed the usual
promotional pattern of in-school progression.
Interviewer: Is there is anything that stands out to you that you learnt from this involvement
with a collegial group and with that course?
Cornel:

It all blended in of course, but perhaps the thing that I learnt, or was quite
noticeable and I admired was the undoubted talent of the majority of people in
our group and the way they went about their job; I just wished I had the
commitment perhaps that they had. You could look upon yourself for
example, at what you have done and what you have continued to do and
compare that with Andonia, with all that she has done, and all the others. Paul
impressed me too the way he travelled down and up from the Central Coast to
his school every day and I just admired him, I don’t know whether I had the
energy to put so much into education that he put into education.

Interviewer: Didn’t you see yourself as also having talent to give to that group?
Cornel:

No, no, not all that much. No, I never thought I could contribute what they
contributed, because I think they put so much in. And the evening professional
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meetings, I never used to go to those. But I used to put a lot into my school. I
thought I was a good manager, more so than a good professional,
knowledgeable person.
Table 5.5: Snapshots of collegial group members’ professional profile prior to the
PDP
Andonia

Demonstration teacher, offered consultancy but opted to
complete Masters in Educational Administration and
Doctorate

Anton

Masters degree, lecturer tertiary level, adviser and established
a major ongoing NSWDE program

Cornel

Traditional schools-based promotion track, and prior
principalship

James

Jennie

Professional Assistant to a Regional Director of Education,
postgraduate degrees in Administration and Management,
president of a subject association
Traditional schools-based promotion track, school-based
adviser for curriculum area, and a member of high-level
Departmental committee
Demonstration teacher and consultant

Janette

Consultant

Melba

Masters degree, tertiary lecturer and adviser

Lenore

Demonstration teacher, Head office curriculum writer,
staffing officer, executive officer of interdepartmental
committees for mandatory legislative issues

Paul

Regional and state adviser, curriculum writer, Master of
Education and prior principalships of small schools

Roland

Consultant

Veronica

Consultant in two curriculum fields, curriculum writer, statewide in-service presenter, implementer of nationwide major
educational program, high profile educator

Ward

Consultant

Jason
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The fact that eight out of the thirteen principals had undertaken consultancy training and
five had operated as process consultants has some significance for suggestion 4 above (we
operated the same way). It stands to reason that their ability to undertake reflective listening
and enforce the strategies for maintaining healthy group dynamics and participatory
communication would be finely tuned. Consultants were used to working in teams and
modelling collegial practices. As Ward recalls, ‘when you got a group of consultants
together who’d worked in pretty difficult circumstances, they gelled together, you learnt to
be part of a team’ (Ward, Interview, 18 July 2002). These former consultants had long-term
involvement in developing problem-solving strategies and fostering ownership of decision
making at various levels; exactly the values stressed in the PDP course. Of those who had
not undertaken consultancy training, all but one had management experience in high-level
committee work, interdepartmental policy, administration of CSC projects and regional
office support. So there was a real basis for the belief that collegial members operated the
same way. Certainly it can be said that enrichment was brought to the amalgamation of the
collegial operation by the background experiences of the participants. This may have some
bearing on why the TSDP requirement of trained consultants to maintain collaborative
cultures in school improvement projects was not necessary in this case and why these
participants rarely used their PDP consultants.

5.5 The Culture of the Combined Collegial Group
Wenger’s (1998) concept of practice comes close to describing the culture of both collegial
groups. The concept is one of a learning community that is social in its operation. It is
expressed differently in the current operation of the group (2005) but its previous
characteristics are retrievable through the reflections of the participants and the artefacts of
the group, which have been reified into symbols of practice. A more extensive analysis of
this area occurs in Chapter Seven which is dedicated to defining the conditions for
collegiality and identifying stages of the collegial group’s culture; its structures, attitudes
and behaviours. When the groups amalgamated the cultures combined and a new culture
emerged with traces of both.
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After discussion of the future of the groups occurred at the official evaluation session, a fax
from Anton shows that the northern group invited the southern group to a social function on
25 November 1988 at Anton’s home. At this function the groups agreed to try amalgamated
meetings. As was the usual practice with both groups, dates were set for four meetings to
take place in the following year. The first amalgamated meeting was at the boat shed on 26
May 1989 where the northern tradition of attracting a speaker was followed. A copy of the
agenda shows the topics on that occasion were ‘Performance Indicators’ and ‘Children At
Risk.’ The participants in this study determined at the final focus group, from responses to
a survey, that a new stage had occurred which was characterised by the following:

•

The southern group recognised the benefit of the location – a home;

•

Two different modes of operation melded seamlessly;

•

The operations became formatted as: breakfast, a sharing of issues session,
input from a speaker and lunch;

•

Because the location was comfortable the southern group’s practice of
visiting each other’s schools was not reinstated as a feature of the
amalgamated entity until 1991;

•

The organiser and chair of each meeting was rotated;

•

Events were loosely chaired, arrangements for food were shared and Jennie
retained her responsibility for the boat shed bookings;

•

All original problems and visions had either been solved or acknowledged
as structural constraints;

•

The group met four times a year but maintained connections by phone and
at cluster and principals meetings;

•

Triads dissipated as individual learning gave way to group-agreed topics of
general educational leadership interest;

•

Principals had become established in their schools and had developed a
range of competencies;

•

The combination of primary and secondary and special education
principals created a new and interesting group dynamic;
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•

The operations were more stimulating educationally and socially but there
was a loss of the intense level of growth experienced in the smaller group.
(Focus group, 7 September 2003)

5.6 Summary of The Implementation of the PDP Course
This chapter has described the Metropolitan East implementation of the PDP and presented
findings on the operational aspects of the course. Particular emphasis has been placed on
the separate operational cultures of the southern and northern Metropolitan East teams and
their amalgamation. The particular relationships between group members, their positive
responses to the PDP course activities and their rich educational backgrounds have been
shown as significant factors in the creation of a collegial culture. The following statement is
adapted from a submission by Paul to the NSW Principals Association to establish a
principals’ welfare strategy. It is a fitting conclusion to this chapter and prelude to the next,
which presents autobiographical responses from various participants in the PDP.
My fifteen-year experience with this group is a living example that the
collegial model works very successfully. It can bind principals together
providing them with a supportive framework for sharing knowledge,
insights, understandings, empathy, and can greatly improve their
interpersonal skills for conflict resolution. The establishment of collegial
groups, which utilise tolerance and patience, can both help and care for
principals perceived to be in need. (Paul, Submission to the NSW Principals
Association, 26 October 2001)
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Chapter 6
Participant Stories
The greatest strengths of the life history lies in its penetration of the
subjective reality of the individual: it allows the subject to speak for himself
or herself (Goodson, 1980-81, p.66).

6.1 Introduction
This chapter uses a story-based technique to further describe the professional development
provisions for principals over a period of twenty years by interweaving episodes from the
career landscape of the participants’ lives, particularly the period in which they became
principals and undertook the PDP course. This inclusion of a more intensively narrative
dimension highlights five personal stories because, like Rossiter (2002), I too believe that
the use of personal stories is a method of capturing glimpses of the past in a way that is
‘deeply appealing …with an allure that transcends cultures, centuries, ideologies, and
academic disciplines (Rossiter 2002, p.1).
The stories provide multiple levels of meaning representing how many of the key
participants saw their participation in the NSWDE, the PDP and collegial groups. The
meshing together of stories has a number of purposes. It is intended to thicken (Geertz,
1973) the description of the landscape and culture of a particular era, to define the growth
of individuals in relation to the achievement of their school improvement goals and to help
tease out the reification of generalised group myths about collegiality that have built up as
gilded corporate memories over time. They also allow other possible meanings of
collegiality to emerge and provide a richer understanding of the role that the collegial group
played in the lives of individuals. The stories also address the research question: How did
principals describe collegiality as helpful to their professional and social/emotional wellbeing?
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The temptation to use stories that would reinforce my desire for a univocal view of the
context and impact of the PDP had to be resisted. Kapitzke (1998) provides valuable
reassurance regarding this dilemma. She describes herself as a participant researcher using
narrative in ethnographic case studies. As well as identifying the difficulty of rendering
unfamiliar and questionable her own perspective on the data she also exposes her growing
awareness of how as researcher she adopted a position of dominance over her community,
making herself the centre and the other participants the object. The tendency to impose my
own view as the dominant and more informed version has been self-checked here by
exposing my own reflective journey. It is included in order to make known my subjectivity,
incorporate the validity of my own experience and acknowledge it as just one of the
participants’ realities.
To temper my own perspectives, claims and conclusions, the non-confirming voices of
other participants were sought. These voices were there in the interviews and focus group
meetings in surprising ways, but it was impossible to find a view that conflicted with the
conclusion that the collegial experience was the most valuable feature of the PDP. The
challenge was to find stories that uncovered understandings, underlying assumptions and
the shared and unshared meanings of successful professional learning and collegiality.
Glesne and Peshkin (1992) apply two tests to the participant observer role, which proved to
be useful in the selection of stories for this chapter.
One way to test …is whether or not you are seeing things that you have never
noticed before…Another test is whether you find within yourself a growing
determination to understand the issues at hand from the other participants’
perspective. (Glesne & Peshkin, 1992, p.54)
Dimmock and O’Donoghue (1997) demonstrate that the autobiographic approach can be
applied to the lives of school principals. They describe their approach to investigating the
relationships between principals’ life histories and the initiatives they took in their field as
‘edited topical life history’ (p.24) and promote the inclusion of such autobiographies in
their case study methodology. They argue that details of reflective life history provide
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reasons for why principals adopted certain strategies and also lead to understandings of
their behaviour.
In this case, I have not analysed the stories because the expectations of trust, confidentiality
and loyalty invested in me as both the participant observer and member of the collegial
group do not allow exposure of this kind. A decision to err more toward the literal context
of these narratives was a deliberate choice not based on methodological factors but on
personal responsibility to the members of this group. These are the truths they want me to
tell because they are the way they remember and interpret them. Jerome Bruner (1987)
argues from the constructivist view that stories happen in our heads and are not a record of
what happened but a continuing interpretation and reinterpretation of our experience and
should be viewed as a set of procedures for life making. From this perspective ‘someone’s
life story is a cognitive achievement not a clear-crystal-recital of something univocally
given’ (Bruner 1987, pp.11-12). He further argues that ‘a life as led is inseparable from a
life as told – or more bluntly a life is not ‘how it was’ but how it is interpreted and
reinterpreted, told and retold: Freud’s psychic reality’ (Bruner 1987, p.31).
The stories included here are from Jason, Veronica, Jennie, Paul and myself. Individually
they give insights into the learning experiences of five of the thirteen principals.
Collectively they provide a snapshot of the personal, cultural, professional, institutional and
social context of the case. These encompass their growth, aspects of principal welfare and
their roles as principals.
These stories were selected for a number of reasons from the possible contributions of the
thirteen major participants. Firstly, as a collection they are representative of the group’s
demographic features. They provide a variety of perspectives that include gender, age, the
different sectors of school education and views from members of each of the preamalgamated teams. Table 6.1 has been included here for reference to these demographics.
Stories were elicited from three female and two male participants. Three stories are from
primary principals, one from a principal of a school for specific purposes and one from a
principal in the secondary field. Two of the stories are from members of the original
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Metropolitan East Region northern team and three are from members of the original
Metropolitan East Region southern team. The selected respondents encompass the age
range of the group in 1987 (between the ages of thirty nine and fifty five).
Table 6.1: Profile of Collegial Group Members in 1987
Name

Approx.

Gender

School Sector

age - 1987

Note.

Original
team

Andonia

45

Female

Primary

Southern

Anton

52

Male

Secondary

Northern

Cornel

45

Male

Primary

Southern

James

44

Male

Secondary

Northern

Jason *

55

Male

Secondary

Northern

Jennie *

43

Female

Special Purposes School

Northern

Jeanette

51

Female

Primary

Northern

Lenore *

39

Female

Primary (the researcher)

Southern

Melba

46

Female

Secondary

Northern

Paul *

44

Male

Primary

Southern

Roland

41

Male

Primary

Southern

Veronica*

48

Female

Primary

Southern

Ward

40

Male

Special Purposes School

Southern

Gender - Male = 7, Female = 6.
Original team - Southern = 7, Northern = 6.
Sector - Primary = 7, Secondary = 3, Special Purposes = 2.
* Indicates the participant’s story was selected for inclusion.

As outlined in the methodology chapter (see 3.8) a mixture of approaches was used to
collaboratively elicit life histories from participants about their careers in the NSW state
education system leading up to and including their lives as principals. All of the three
approaches to eliciting participant stories, historical, anthropological and autobiographical,
were in congruence with the parameters of the participants’ usual collegial practices. The
PDP course modelled the sharing of dialogue to gain deeper understanding and facilitating
high quality personal reflection. The activities used in collegial group and early triad
operations meant that the participants were no strangers to describing their feelings and
being honest about themselves with each other. They already knew that I was familiar with
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their professional stories on the basis of our seventeen-year history of sharing and refining
and evolving knowledge together. The longitudinal nature of the group’s practices was
steeped in the autobiographic tradition, albeit oral. While only a few in the collegial group
had a background of sharing their written stories (Roland, Lenore, Veronica) all members
of the collegial group were accomplished in what Butt et al. (1988) call autobiographic
praxis; sharing and reflecting on our stories over time.
Neuhauser (1993) maintains that participant stories are believable, memorable and
entertaining and allow the reader to interact with the participants as authentic sources of
knowledge. The most effective way of incorporating these stories without interrupting the
narrative flow with academic analysis was to minimise annotation of the autobiography.
This decision was made in the belief that the stories in themselves ‘function as a powerful
medium of learning development and transformation’ (Rossiter 2002, p.5). No intrusive
analysis or reinterpretation of these stories was undertaken here to avoid the position of
dominance noted by Kapitzke (1998) and in agreement with Rossiter’s (2002) view that
narrative is an orientation that is in itself both method and content. As well as highlighting
professional development themes of collegiality, the following stories enunciate the welfare
aspects of the principals’ development in a very powerful way. Chapter Seven will draw
together the themes that emerge from these stories.

6.2 Introduction to Veronica’s Story
The first story is from Veronica. It was elicited using an autobiographical approach (Butt &
Raymond, 1989; Butt et al., 1988) where the participant reconstructed her own perceptions
of personal experience, independent of the researcher. It is her own voice from her own
framework set in the context of the working reality of her professional and personal life.
Veronica’s story is told from her recollections of her meritorious and high-profile career
and the great pain she endured with arthritis as she tried to lead and manage a school on a
split site connected by an overhead bridge across a busy arterial road into Sydney. Many
aspects of her reconstructed story had previously been shared at past collegial group
meetings where she allowed the group to collaboratively refine her thinking. In this sense
the collegial group were her co-researchers, having all been participant observers in her
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school and in her professional journey. She is recounting here a story known well by the
group but one that has evolved over many years.
6.2.1 Veronica’s Story
I did not go to Bundanoon to learn about leadership. In fact, I have very few memories of
any of structured input or visiting lecturers at the time or after. I went for two reasons. First,
it was an uncharacteristic and rather daring step for the Department to take. Second, I was
afraid. I had not planned principalship and in my era I had not been prepared for it in any
apprenticeship way. I knew my name was on a list somewhere and when the offer of a
school appeared I was deeply involved in a multicultural project and I had only a couple of
days to accept or reject the offer.
I did not fear the children, the staff, the parents or the responsibility of delivering the best
education I knew how but I knew nothing about school administration and finances and I
feared being bogged down in mastering all that while the real purpose of the school drifted
by. My background meant that the men I had served under had given me a free hand with
curriculum and staff training but kept secret the school’s finances and the ways in which
decisions were reached.
During the seventies, as a classroom teacher, I was heavily involved in delivering in-service
and summer schools. I moved in and out of consultancy as a change agent. I always felt my
credibility with teachers rested on my frequent return to the classroom. I was Social Studies
consultant part-time then full-time for the Region, then Language consultant (primary) to
bring in the reading document. I designed the first working Multicultural curriculum K-6 in
conjunction with the staff of C Public School then was appointed Primary Curriculum
Coordinator for the region. I was borrowed frequently by the ACT, Victoria, South
Australia and once by both the Northern Territory and Tasmania. I ran live-in courses of
three to five days in city, country and interstate. I brought about change in teachers’
attitudes and techniques by offering them training in the use of materials that could not be
used in conventional ways. The emphasis was on learning rather than teaching and teaching
rather than testing.
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My schools became known as lighthouse schools attracting hundreds of visitors. Before
‘mission statements’ became part of the vocabulary of schools, my schools had developed
them cooperatively as statements of purpose, boldly displayed in their lobbies as
instruments of public accountability.
As a necessary challenge in my development, I swapped my role of Primary Curriculum
Coordinator for the Region involving loss of salary and prestige (some thought) to take up
the position of Assistant Principal at H., a big multicultural school taking in Vietnamese
and Lebanese children straight from wars and leaky boats, approximately eighty-five
percent Lebanese/Palestinian. The curriculum was basically Anglo in orientation. I soon
learned the staff was appalled at my appointment. They knew of my reputation and felt
their work was hard enough already!
As a teaching assistant principal in an architecturally outstanding school I moved onto a
difficult sixth grade and got to work, strictly minding my own business. I was quiet in staff
meetings, which concerned the usual irrelevant stuff. I had to fight hard to win over grade
six as the previous practice of the school had been to appoint men to the senior classes to
appease the boys and the community. I felt like a dieter let loose in a cake shop back in a
classroom, anxious to try all the wonderful things I had witnessed in classrooms through
the consultancy years. I think I taught a full year in that term but by Easter I had them on
side. Teachers, who became curious about what we were doing and about the change in the
atmosphere, stopped by after school and asked advice in the staffroom.
Staffroom talk often centred on the good fortune of having an open-minded principal (as we
did) who created a calm, relaxed atmosphere. From past collective experiences teachers
knew that that could change if a new principal was appointed – what then? Marching,
whistles, drums? Weekly, monthly tests? But staffroom talk was my way in to having
teachers discuss their core beliefs about education and children’s growth and what a school
was and the values it should demonstrate. First it was small inter-class groups, then grade
groups and finally we produced a condensation of 450 ideas into a statement of six beliefs
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and commitments. Teachers were talking education in the staff room over lunch and
morning tea!
By the second year the teacher next door and I had opened up a wall and were team
teaching. By the third year we were operating with four classes as a grade with heavy child
input to discipline and evaluation and by the time I left there all but grade two and
kindergarten were cooperating in various ways.
Each curriculum document had been reviewed and adapted to suit the clientele and the
numerous visitors were now coming to see the personalised curriculum at work rather than
the award-winning architecture, the possibilities of which had never been previously
realised. Children and staff were operating their evaluation against benchmarks rather than
each other. If twenty children or none achieved a standard of excellence in any subject then
that was the number of excellence awards given. Shock! Horror!
So I knew something about leadership by the time I was appointed principal to S. Public
School; a small, run down, ultra-conservative, Anglo school on two sites operating as
separate kingdoms and which appeared to me to be a collection of sheds around two
paddocks with the highway running through the middle.
The deputy on the primary site basically ran the primary school. The former principal was
looking forward to retirement, as were many of the principals in this comfortable Region at
that time. The deputy was a highly regarded, hard-working teacher well known in the
District as an ultra-conservative. I was told that the colleagues in the District watched with
glee as Mr Conservative, as they supposed, clashed with Mrs Trendy.
They needn’t have bothered. It was love at first sight. He was a handsome prince sleeping
quietly till a beautiful princess like me came along with the magic kiss and released him
into the wonderful and exciting world of inquiry learning. He was brilliant.
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At Bundanoon (the location of the PDP residential) we were all new principals. We were all
as different as the schools to which we had been appointed. We had been asked to take to
Bundanoon a problem that we had to deal with in our current school. My problems were
threefold. Firstly I wanted to know how to master all the admin stuff - especially the money
- and not let it become my focus. Secondly the school was on two sites, each operating
more or less independently for years. (In fact, in consultancy days I had been sent out there
to try to bring about a conjunction – with limited and short-lived success). Regular
combined staff meetings, on the middle of the bridge above the traffic was about the best I
could think of – umbrellas on wet days!!! And my third issue was dealing with pain. I had
been a long-time sufferer of rheumatoid arthritis, which made walking difficult and
subjected me to constant pain and daily heavy medication.
I knew some of the new principals. I had worked extensively with Jeanette, Andonia and
Roland. I knew and respected Milton Mercer, a proven risk taker who was the co-ordinator
and leader at the Residential. I remember the anti-stress activities, long walks in the bush
getting to know people and discussing the problems we had brought with us and the state of
the planet. I admired the initiative and the courage of the organisers who were making this
happen, the trust that was being placed in us to develop our own agendas and to make good
use of our time and opportunities. I had attended many conferences in my time and
organised many but there was always a rush to pack everything in. It felt free of politics and
full of idealism. That was not completely so, I discovered later, but at the time it seemed
very pure and refreshing.
I have always been an advocate of reflection time in education. I have 4 Rs - Reading,
Riting, Rithmetic and Reflection and here we were being given reflection time – reflection
on our beliefs and values, the enormity of the job responsibility and the availability of
support, both given and received.
I remember the energy of Lenore and the disbelief I felt as I saw the way she mapped out
her school. I knew I was incapable of that and thought perhaps that was what was going to
be expected. Slight panic! I remember with tenderness watching Anton fall asleep in the
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relaxation exercises we were taught. I remember walking with Roland and reliving some of
the funny and moving activities we had shared as language consultants. I remember
meeting Paul for the first time and being intrigued by his self-confidence. I was humbled by
the problems confronted by Jennie and Ward. And Melba’s exuberance around the piano;
she had pain too.
As I got to know these people in the framework of principalship, I came to depend on them.
I would not have missed our meetings for anything. I had learned that being a principal is
essentially a lonely job. Everyone you deal with has such expectations. You can never
appear to show favouritism on staff. You must be able to switch focus quickly and take in
each person’s problems. Everyone’s problem is important from the lost pen to the fire in the
toilets but you do not have personal problems yourself. You cannot be looking for
sympathy, that’s not what the role is.
In my case, I often came to school in great pain having been helped out of bed into a hot
bath to loosen my joints but if you accept the responsibility, you must not dump it on
someone else – particularly your deputy. You still must be able to listen and empathise,
otherwise you should not be there. If I came early, so did the people with problems. If I
stayed late, as I always did, people waited to talk without the bell to cut the time short. On
weekends, someone would see my car and knock on the door.
A new housing commission estate had opened near the school at the time of my
appointment, against great opposition from the community. Eighty-eight disadvantaged
families were placed there supposedly to break away from the ghettos of the western
suburbs. Most were single parent and many were dysfunctional families. There were lots of
boyfriend swapping, physical fighting, mental illness and vandalism. Many of the women
were coming to see me as a sympathetic older woman. I was proud of that but had to
examine my priorities as their demands on my time and sympathies grew. The parent
culture I first met seemed exclusive, conservative and opposed to social justice but I soon
learned that that represented a small, vocal, confident minority and as we drew more people
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in, the atmosphere of hostility to change (including a female principal) changed but not
without an interesting power struggle to which I was more an observer than a participant.
I used to think of my new job as of diving each morning into a fast flowing stream and
letting the current take me, not fighting it. In shallow places there could be rocks that bump
and bruise but eventually I knew I would feel a quiet sandy beach under my feet at the end
of the day and then do the work I had planned to do that day.
At our collegial meetings (southern) I did not have to hide all that. I did not have to hide the
pain or the struggle to constantly cross that bridge between the schools – rain, hail or shine.
I did not have to shield anyone including myself. Often I wondered if I could go on but I
always left our meetings strengthened by the warmth of my colleagues and grateful for the
frankness of their disclosures. I could cry unselfconsciously if I needed to and someone
would hold me. Fancy that!
I enjoyed visiting each other’s schools and helping solve problems where solutions are
more easily seen by an outsider. I enjoyed being appreciated. When our southern group
combined with the northern group things changed. For me, it was not so important to be
there although I tried to be always present. I think by then we had all got a handle on the
job. We each had a school network and many of the problems had been solved. I know we
listened to some interesting people but now I’ve no idea who they were and what they said.
I doubt if any of it influenced me very much.
Again I soon found myself in a lighthouse school attracting approx 400 visitors a year and
many high level guests of the Department. The children became adept at taking visitors
through their experiences and records. We held ‘teach-ins’ where children tutored parents
and offered community education on environmental issues among other topics. We found a
way to combine the campuses to create a single school in a beautiful environment. The
school attracted the first ‘Centre of Excellence’ recognition in the Region on the
recommendation of the Regional Director as well as the Director General’s Award, and two
individual Minister’s Awards for excellence in teaching.
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Our collegial group had a successful plea to the Regional Director of the time to continue to
meet in school time beyond the time frame of the exercise and now, mostly retired, we still
meet several times a year in mutual support and affection – not close friends perhaps, with
some exceptions, but staunch allies in personal crises as we were in professional ones.

6.3 Introduction to Jason’s Story
Jason’s story requires some framing. When analysis of his interviews and his written texts
(questionnaires and surveys) revealed some surprises and some emotional power previously
unknown to the participant observer it begged further exploration. He wrote this story after
the various contradictions highlighted throughout his data were discussed with him. Were
these contradictions signs of evolving knowledge or were they something else? Using
Connelly and Clandinin’s (1987) anthropologically-inspired approach, his previous
biographical material was used not for the sake of constructing biography, but for the sake
of telling an old story with a new meaning.
Jason provided a different perception of professionalism and leadership to most of the
participants. His variations in responses to historic questionnaire, interview, focus group
discussion and surveys provided a complexity that made him an obvious choice for
inclusion here as a non-confirming voice. Analysis of his story shows that he learnt a great
deal professionally from the PDP and that transference to his school occurred from that
learning but he did not appear to recognise this or attribute any status to it in his interviews.
In a number of member checking/clarification exercises he actually said that the PDP did
not help him professionally. Mostly he defined growth as coming from the interpersonal
skills learnt from listening to others and in providing them with support from his
background experiences.
While he has never wavered from his enthusiasm for the collegial group he sees this more
for its value as a social, emotional and personal support than as a vehicle for professional
development. In his 2002 interview his definition of his role as a principal was essentially
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pragmatic and he did not believe his involvement in the PDP course changed him. He saw
the goals of the residentials and modules as focussed only on organisational skills and as he
believed the role of the principal was to be good with people and be a good organiser he
considered he already had the right skills for the job before the PDP.
Most of his responses post-2000 indicate that he did not share any school-based issues of
real consequence with the collegial group yet in his 1993 questionnaire he defined
collegiality as ‘the sharing of myself (professionally, socially, emotionally intellectually)
with my colleagues and being genuinely and completely interested and concerned with my
colleague’s professional activities.’ He believes he helped others such as Jennie by being a
sounding board and a good listener but not by disclosing much about himself, something
that Jennie confirms.
His seemingly contradictory statements are more understandable as his story makes it clear
why in the initial phase of the course he adopted defensive behaviours.
6.3.1 Jason’s Story
My District inspector wrote to me informing me of my selection for the PDP course. My
recollection of the subsequent conversation with him was that he said he had been asked to
nominate one principal who would benefit from the assistance that such a course would
provide.
I was mystified and disappointed that the DI had misread my ability to do the job, because I
thought that the course was for principals needing assistance. I am equally sure that the DI
thought the same, so I was BLOODY ANNOYED at being nominated.
It seemed clear to me that he did not have any idea of my background of wide and varied
experiences in the Department. My experiences were not only in schools, but on several
committees for the Department, including a small, exclusive group of Deputy DirectorGeneral, Professional Adviser to the Director-General and myself who were charged with
restructuring the entire sports organisation throughout NSW for secondary and primary
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schools for both girls and boys. I had been very well known for years in syllabus
committees, sports organisations, professional development training, school organisation
and many more situations, so I was extremely annoyed, especially knowing that I had for
seventeen years been almost the backbone of the High School that was considered to be the
‘preferred’ school of the area. I also had confidence in my academic background and
achievements, so I knew that I was well equipped for the job both intellectually and from a
practical viewpoint.
At this point I must stress that I was not in the least neurotic about the situation then, or
since. I was simply annoyed, because the DI was sure that I needed help. I will point out
later that I was the one who misread his intentions. I paid the DI a visit to argue with him,
raising the above points, but I did not convince him, and he certainly did not convince me.
The outcome was I had to go, so I went, reluctantly.
I was probably the only person who didn’t want to be at the course. Me being me, however,
I quickly realised that I was going to enjoy the people and enjoy the course. I met very nice
people. I first met Jennie in my sub-group with Ken (Ken didn’t stay in the group after the
course finished). I have remained close friends with Jennie ever since. It was a great avenue
to discuss problems – remember, however, I didn’t think I had any. I did very much enjoy
though, listening to Jennie and Ken’s concerns and discussing possible solutions.
For the second residential, I had to present my problem, as did everyone else. I felt I should
manufacture one so I chose, falling numbers because it was a real problem but it could only
be fixed with intervention from the system (i.e. Department of Education officials). I knew
this was not going to be resolved overnight. Numbers continue to fall so subject selections
in junior school elective classes and senior classes are diminished. What this means is
(i) Existing students wish to leave for better subject choices at a larger school (transfers not
always approved).
(ii) Existing students do leave the following year when progressing to courses in senior
years – enrolment drops and this limits subject choices even more.
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(iii) New students in the area do not enrol the following year because the word is out that
subject choices are limited – they usually lie about their addresses or rent fake home units
in another area. Enrolment drops again which limits subject choices even more. This results
in forced transfers of staff and subsequently low staff morale.
(iv) The former situation continues in the ensuring years. Enrolment drops further each year
and the subject choice situation worsens. So school curriculum becomes a critical issue, in
that composite classes are sometimes forced across the years (e.g. Year 8/9 combined
woodwork) or across various disciplines (e.g. Year 8 French/German). More staff losses
also means reduced entitlements to senior executive staff.
This is the problem I presented at the course, with an emphasis on restructured curriculum
planning to address the continuing problem of falling numbers. But I was not serious about
it because I knew it would not be resolved while the current regulations were in place, and
while the Department’s officials would not admit that people were cheating on their
enrolments at the other school. This situation went on despite my continued urgings to the
Department, both verbal and written, and also with the strong support of my colleague, the
principal of the preferred High School, which was beginning to experience accommodation
difficulties.
I only offered this as my problem because I could not think of anything else – I was getting
along quite well with the kids, staff, parents and community. Also, there was plenty of
money to purchase everyone’s needs. I discovered much later that the DI was astonished
that I had not presented as my problem the fact that I might have difficulty in my leadership
of a school that had several gay staff members.
Did I have a problem there? The DI certainly thought I’d have a worry because it turned out
that he was aware of my background and my past achievements. He did have faith in me as
a principal, but he thought that coming from a sporting background (viz, Surf Club and
Rugby Union), that I would find it difficult accepting seven male members of staff and four
females being gay people.
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A few facts:
•

I didn’t think I had a worry, although I wasn’t on top of the world about it.

•

I simply couldn’t stand one of the people.

•

I wasn’t aware of all eleven at the time.

•

Of those gay teachers I knew, I would have placed them quite high on my list of
competent, co-operative, pleasant staff.

However, the DI thought it would be a difficult situation for me, so that’s why he
nominated me for the course. He didn’t tell me this until after the second residential
course.
I gained a great amount of knowledge from the course presenters in that they used a variety
of strategies with a great variety of subject matter. I was made very much aware of the
science of group dynamics, knowledge which improved my own staff meetings and
executive meetings back at school.
At one stage during the second residential, I began to wonder about the intentions of the
course and the organisers. Was it designed to assist principals in solving the problems that
most worried them, and presenting them with various strategies to address these problems?
Or was it designed to introduce principals to strategies, organisation techniques, people
skills and other skills to enable them to organise their schools more efficiently? In which
case, principals presenting problems to their colleagues during this course was only a
means to achieve these aims; i.e. to use the strategies presented to us, to use in problem
solving. It was both of the above, and probably more. Yet I don’t recall much (if any)
emphasis on collegiality. The aims of the course were probably well defined in the course
notes, but I have long since discarded them. But in short, I was very glad I was sent to the
course and realised this almost from the start.
In the post-course years the official once-a-term days we had at the rowing shed, and other
venues, were not only most pleasant, but informative. We were keeping it to a professional
development format and the meetings were very useful. It was wonderful that what was
said in our group, stayed in our group, and formed a very firm bond between us. On several
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occasions we were able to assist one or other of our number with a difficulty – this gave us
all a warm, fuzzy feeling.
While in the job, although I didn’t have much call to seek assistance from the group, I
certainly was well aware that assistance, support, etc. was there. I enjoyed the times when
we each took our turn to entertain the group at our own individual schools – this instilled a
feeling of pride to present my school to the group, and to in turn, introduce our group to
various staff members of my school.
We all knew that, as the years went on, we were further cementing our relationship, giving
us a feeling of, ‘Wow - we’ve got something great here.’ This unique relationship grew
even more when we got to meet, and know, the various partners and spouses who now are
just as much a part of our group as the original members.
I’m quite sure that the original course had no intention to take us as far as we have
journeyed. I am also quite sure that this group of delightful people is a very real part of my
present life, knowing that we still wish to gather socially throughout each year. I certainly
hope we continue the practice.

6.4 Introduction to Jennie’s Story
This story provides a powerful account of the real struggle Jennie experienced as a new
principal. An anthropological approach was also adopted to elicit this story. Jennie edited
directly from her transcribed interview and did not significantly change the structure even
though meaning may have been framed through the subtle probing of the participant
observer to elicit a specific emphasis.
Jennie approved of the emphasis, recognising it to be important for this study because her
issues were considered by all participants as taking a major share of the problem-solving
time at the residential triads, the northern group meetings and the early stages of the
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combined collegial group. They were severe and overwhelming as her story will show and
the group was enormously supportive for a very long time.
To my discredit I told her one day in 1989 that it was time she realised that if the issues
were structural ones that she could not fix then she needed to put them aside, move on and
stop whinging. This is not how she describes that interaction as her reflective story reveals.
She must have found it very hurtful. It took a visit to Jennie’s location for me to have a
realistic understanding of her needs. I have ever since been in awe of her achievements and
dogged determination, her advocacy for special education students, staff and parents and
her political know-how, and of course ashamed of my lack of empathy. She solved every
structural problem and achieved her vision of relevant, quality education for children with
special needs and of safe conditions for her staff. The school and Jennie have been
variously acknowledged with state and national awards. While she since credits that
incident as a turning point in her development, I have often wondered whether it was a
collegial act on my part.
6.4.1 Jennie’s Story
It was April 1987 that I first got involved with the course on professional development,
which led to collegial groups. It was the Thursday before Good Friday of Easter and the
school was opening as a new school after the Easter holidays.
This was my first year as a principal and after five weeks at my school the inspector visited
the school for the first time. He looked over the site and met the staff. At that time I was a
teaching principal and either on that visit or very soon after he mentioned a course that I
might be interested in. It was described to me as a course for new principals and he said
he’d send some information. I didn’t get a lot of information but I was told to turn up at the
Teaching Resource Centre so I did and I wasn’t quite sure why I was there. I think I had a
phone call saying go and I went. I was delighted to go because it was the first release from
opening a school and the first contact with any principals, and I knew they would be new
principals.
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It was held after school and I knew no one, although as it turned out the person that I ended
up sitting next to, I knew his name, through my husband and when he said who he was, I
thought ‘oh you’re Jason.’ He said ‘I think I know you.’
I think it was Milton presenting at that session. I was familiar with the Teaching Centre
because my husband had worked there too so I knew the building, I knew the consultancy
staff and I knew the facilitator of the course, Milton. I was comfortable there and I was
looking forward to going to the introductory session where we were told about the course,
or the project as it was described. I was even more delighted at the outline of what was
going to happen. We were asked to think of issues that were of particular concern to us at
that time and when we went to Bundanoon we were to bring those with us.
I really didn’t want to have the major problem that I had. I was a new principal that wanted
to make a brand new school work. But at that particular time, I had industrial action
through the Department of Health and the Department of Education about the mode of
transport that severely multiple disabled kids were operating. I also had a major
occupational health and safety issue about opening the school. At one stage it involved
three ministers of Health, Transport and Education, who all visited the site. So it did
influence our opening operation to a great degree.
I had no experience in handling this sort of thing before. I had worked at the Spastic Centre
where it was all literally laid on and those problems weren’t your problems at all. You
taught and developed programs and did things like that. I was also coming out of
consultancy as well and I was determined to make something work. It was a difficult
situation and being a teaching principal, there wasn’t a lot of time: there were two hours a
week for administration and not a fully covered office and we were still getting equipment
and there were still builders on site. So the building hadn’t been handed over at that stage
either.
We had very little funding; we had nine thousand dollars to start with to establish a school
and these kids, all with multiple severe disabilities, were coming out of a state institution
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where there had been no expectation for them to be educated. The staff at that particular
institution had no respect for the rights of the child or of access to education for their level
of disability. A lot of the kids had spent their lives in cots but because increased
Commonwealth funding allowed them to be integrated into schools some of them were
coming to school for the first time at age fifteen. We didn’t have hoists or appropriate
bathroom facilities for changing a person who was totally incontinent. Some students had
very big twisted bodies and I knew staff would soon experience back injuries (and pretty
serious ones) if something wasn’t done about it.
There was a flurry of submission writing to Met. East. Regional Office. The Special
Education Consultant, at Met. East was very supportive, but you had to put the case over
strongly. They changed the establishment funding to $32,000 after I had pointed out to
them the issues but it had to be made a precedent. The building had actually been built
without appropriate places for kids to be changed. I mean we had nothing to lay a twelve to
fourteen stone, nineteen year old boy on to change, except a little shower cubicle with a
stool. So health-wise, occupational health and safety-wise and staff morale-wise, this
situation had to be changed.
The kids turned up on day one, I had a class of six and a new aide. With two hours a week
of principal’s relief and a part-time office worker who didn’t work on Thursday afternoon
or Friday I had to have the phone put into my classroom. There were six classes, six
teachers, six aides and the part-time clerical. The students had multiple severe disabilities
with medical problems, some with terminal illnesses. You see why I wanted to go to
Bundanoon!
At this point the course was professional respite for me. It was an absolute godsend; I think
it was my sanity. I could go away and concentrate on educational issues and put the
transport aside although my problem was the frustration of not getting on with what I was
wanting to do and having all the hiccups there to start with. I was also trying to bind a staff
together and to develop visions and so forth and I hadn’t had time to do that. So going to

252

Bundanoon I could put aside a problem that I really couldn’t solve except by being
assertive about it and being strong on it.
Actually, in a way, that established my leadership at the start. It was a very difficult
problem and I had to go out and stand up and stand by the staff because they were the ones
that were at risk as well as the kids being at risk. And it was a very genuine problem but it
was frustrating because I wasn’t getting on with the education and the development of the
school.
Bundanoon put it all in perspective; it was a fairly big problem I had but it wasn’t a
problem I could solve then and there. So at Bundanoon I spent a fair bit of time looking at
future visions and where I wanted to go and how to create environments and learning
situations. I think Milton or Jean had a quiet word to me and said, ‘Look Jennie would you
get a problem that could be solved in this context’ and that was good. I really did want to
go down to Bundanoon again for the second residential with a group of professional people
and speak about educational issues. But the transport issues and the whole thing was huge.
On another occasion, later in our collegial group I was told by you, Lenore to shut up about
the buses for a while, which I don’t blame you for. You said, ‘for God sake Jennie be quiet
about the buses.’ And I appreciated that and I thought, ‘oh gosh I am going on.’ It was allconsuming but I needed to put that away and get on with the running of the school.
Ward was at Bundanoon in the southern collegial group. I knew Ward extremely well when
he was a Special Ed. consultant and I was in consultancy. I had used him in conferences
and he had used me in conferences and I had been a consultant at his school when I was in
the Special Education Directorate in the Participation and Equity area, which was my
consultancy responsibility. We had a lot in common at the course.
My problem or vision, which I ultimately identified for the course, was how to educate kids
who had multiple severe disabilities who hadn’t been in the system before. My school had
the most profoundly multiply disabled kids, right across the state system. I became very
used to being told that ‘you’re different’ or ‘you’re the square peg in the round hole.’ I
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didn’t mind that; I wanted it to work and I wanted it to work well; that was my personality.
If I was going to do it, I was going to do it and I was going to stick to it. And I think we
have done that.
Having a very understanding, a terrific roommate at Bundanoon made the difference. That
was Andonia. She had a particular integration case that was difficult too and she was
picking my brains at night and we would chat until the early hours and that was very, very
important. She wasn’t my buddy, my set partner, but we’re still close. I’m very, very fond
of Andonia and that was just an incidental thing that happened. I mean we didn’t know
each other before that. I remember the people in the room next door really didn’t get on at
all. One was from the South Coast contingent who was a dominant arrogant person and
whoever she was rooming with was a real sweetie who seemed to be lobbing into our room
a lot.
Jason and Ken and I were probably supposed to be operating as a triad but I didn’t get
together with those two or ever call them on the phone about any issues to resolve. I used to
see Jason socially because not long after the first Bundanoon he moved to an area near
where we were living. He knew my husband and made a phone call like, ‘Where do you get
your hair cut?’ ‘Where’s the Chinese restaurant?’ It was not a good time personally for
Jason because he was by himself for the first time. So it turned out that every Friday night
we met at the Chinese restaurant. They may have spoken football and whatever, but he
would always ask how and what was happening for me and be tolerant and listen to me
over whatever. But it wasn’t a set thing. He liked to be the Godfather a little bit, well, give
advice, but he never spoke a great deal about what his issue was. He was always very
tolerant in his listening and I appreciated that.
Ken left the collegial group after a while because he went to a different Region with an
inspector who wasn’t familiar with the program and there was no commitment to it in his
new district. It was lovely to hear other people talk of primary and secondary issues and
what was happening in what curriculum. I mean I needed to hear that; I needed to stay in
touch with the real world, but looking back I probably would have wanted more help in the
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Special Education area, but I didn’t expect it because it was so specialised and people had
all their areas too.
When we amalgamated our groups the combination of our different ways of operating was
probably the best of both worlds. I think we’ve become all pretty strong friends. If
somebody phoned now and said, ‘Look, I’m having a shocking personal time, I’m at the
end of my tether,’ I think we’d have four or five people there in different ways, in different
capacities, in the right way for them, to be there to pick them up. That doesn’t just happen.
That had to be from a group who could trust. It’s incredible how a group of people all came
together with all different backgrounds from all different schools and in some areas we’re
entirely different with totally different lifestyles and different home environments.
Yet I think everyone gave credit to each other. There was no professional jealousy. Not like
there is in education at the moment. It’s a different time and a different structure. In the
system now people keep their guard up. We didn’t have a guard to keep up in our collegial
group. I certainly didn’t anyway, I mean, what you saw was what you got, pain in the neck
as I was, but there was no pretentiousness. We had a fairly strong way of stopping
dominators too. Sometimes we’d say, ‘for God’s sake, shut up’, and we’d bang the table,
we’d all be banging the table and we’d say, ‘shut up, we’ve had enough.’ No one went
away, threw the bat in or went home.
We nearly all had a pretty rich background in Education. I had a dad who was a principal; I
had a husband who had been in consultancy in Distance Education. I’ve got a son who is a
teacher, although I tried to talk him out of it and I’m interested in education, it doesn’t
matter what kind; I would dearly love to work with gifted and talented kids. I knew the
system, knew how to work the system to a degree and I’m pretty adaptable. I only went
back to teaching in 1980 as an Infants-trained person, coming back after twenty years of
casual work. It was a background of intensive casual work in different situations. I’d had a
secondary class of kids who were doing the School Certificate Commerce. I’d worked with
kids with physical disabilities like cerebral palsy. Later I wrote the first Board of Studies
course for Special Education because after six months I thought, ‘I’m teaching them things
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but I’m teaching them a lot of things that are not recognised and they are putting a lot of
effort in’. That became a two-year, School Certificate Board course. I became the first
trained Careers Adviser in Special Education and I started lecturing in it. I became an Art
teacher for a term and then I was the consultant for Participation and Equity. That was for
three years with a three thousand dollar travel budget so I could fly to a Region and pick up
a car, cover their area, and then at the other end of the Region pick up a plane and fly back
at the end of the week.
In that three years of consultancy I was used to solving problems. For example I got a
person of small stature into Sydney University to do Dentistry, arguing that if the chair
could go up, so could the dentist. So he went up on a little hydraulic hoist too. There was
always a problem to be solved, which I liked to do. That’s why the thing that turned me off
at the beginning of my principalship was that I had a problem I couldn’t solve the first time.
It was out of my hands. We eventually solved it but I was prepared to go legal, it was a
legal matter.
Without the collegial group I would have survived and I would have gone on but without
that strong support and the time given to me. There were occasions when I wasn’t at
meetings because we had several overseas trips and I’d be away for a term. I would have
missed about four or five meetings but if I was in Sydney I’d never, ever, ever miss one. I
couldn’t let the group down. I’d work everything around it because I got a lot from it. I
thought, ‘We’ve moulded, we’ve melted into it’; if we start saying we can’t come because
of this and that or if anyone started to pull out it would weaken it. So you would put your
other dates around it if you knew them in advance unless there was a school inspection or
something that couldn’t change.
The collegial group has meant many things to me. In the beginning, although I didn’t say a
great deal except rattle on about a problem, it was great to hear other people had problems
too. I think that the project worked well from the start and I think it was our personalities
too. I also think Milton and Jean made a difference. I can’t say I felt that way about
Inspector G. at all at the evaluation session.
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There are different things that bound us together. I think that going to one another’s schools
made a difference; looking at people’s schools was wonderful. I loved going and seeing
what was being done. I mean out of the blue, if I think of Captain Cook I think of Veronica
and I think of her Mrs. Cook portrait in the library and I have all those lovely thoughts of
other things she was talking about; different aspects of her school. She’s retired now but
there are so many levels and so much enrichment. Some of that is professional and some of
it is welfare.
We always were friends but it developed socially as the group developed and now our
partners have become friends. I have continued to be interested in what Andonia has done
with the emphasis in education and I’ve sought her out and I’ve asked her about the
different projects she was assessing and things like that. I mean that’s a genuine interest.
Jeanette spent New Year’s Eve with me. We’ve had a birthday picnic together and travelled
overseas together and met up with Jean Koshemakin in Venice so there’s a friendship there.
So now I promote collegiality in other ways. I’ve been involved in a Special Education
interest group in recent years. I’ve got a network across the state and that’s a very, very
strong one. Its taken over and there’s lively email contact where anyone shares issues or
problems. I was supportive of it. I think it arose from schools that thought they were being
threatened with closure so they started to get together and look at common problems.
The collegial group was brought together by a wonderful course that addressed different
adult learning styles and gave trust and time to participants. I believe it contributed to a
group of successful principals and some outstanding schools – many of which have had
formal recognition by the Department and other agencies.

6.5 Introduction to Lenore’s Story
My own story was constructed mostly through reference to historical documents to avoid
the creation of a new, more informed autobiography, sanitised by the findings of this
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research. As this method also acted as a journaling of my thoughts I became aware during
the reconstruction of my story that my versions of reality at various times rested on some
conventionalised and stereotypical notions of the collegial group that have subsequently
been demythologised or upheld by the unfolding of this study. The temptation to reshape
my thoughts from my new perspective as researcher was avoided by the use of a historical
method.
My autobiography was structured from the amalgamation of a self-reflection with archival
records of written texts used as snapshots of my personal and professional knowledge and
evolving experience. The primary sources were actual records of my thinking about the
PDP, collegiality and my professional growth over time and include excerpts from my
presentations on behalf of the group during our operation. Artefacts included:
•

a talk delivered with another collegial group member to an audience of neophyte
principals undertaking the next implementation of the PDP in 1988;

•

a report prepared for the formal evaluation requirement of the course;

•

a work-shop paper on collegiality delivered at a conference in Canada compiled
from the questionnaire responses in 1993.

The inclusion of my own experiences here attempts to expose the multiple subjectivities of
my role as a course participant, a peer-support group member, a principal and a researcher.
It is also used to make as explicit as possible my own prejudices and my own
interpretations of reality. Following is my own warts and all reflection from a different era
supported by my historical writings from that time.
6.5.1 Lenore’s story
1987 was the first year of my principalship in a Sydney suburban school of four hundred
and twenty students. I travelled one hundred and sixty kilometres daily to and from work
and continued in my practice of averaging a ten-hour working day. Working on schoolrelated matters was also a regular feature of weekends.
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I was in my late thirties and I had already taken advantage of many opportunities within the
education community. I had twice been seconded to the NSWDE Special Projects
Directorate in head office to support Aboriginal Education and Gender Equity programs
and twice selected to teach at Demonstration schools. I continued to lecture at the
university part-time and I had a working knowledge of accountability firmly based in a
history of collaborative community and government projects. This included the
establishment of a Non-sexist Resources Centre with Schools Commission Innovations
Funding. I had worked in the administrative area responsible for staffing the state schools
and later in the highly-resisted implementation of Equal Employment Opportunities in the
NSWDE. I thought I’d had a pretty good grounding in the politics of education. I include
this background to give some context for the following story.
I was considered to be young for a principal. I oozed confidence and competence but
privately I felt I was an impostor, a novice, daring to pretend I knew what was right for this
community. Publicly though, without fear or favour, I had a vision for the school, and I was
going to implement it, from day one. A tornado is not an overstated metaphor.
This first principalship was outside the Region where I had grown up professionally and
this was a truly liberating move. No one knew me. I had nothing to live up to or to livedown. It was a most exciting and enabling time of my career.
I was eagerly welcomed into my inspectorate by other young principals, regularly sought to
contribute at the Regional level, given positive acknowledgement from my colleagues,
encouraged by the attitude of the staff, supported by an enthusiastic executive, greeted
warmly by the students but to my amazement, strongly resisted by the school’s Parents and
Citizens Association (P&C). It seems laughable now but I was shocked at their inability to
see that I knew what was best for them!
After what seems to have been a very short time in the job my inspector asked me in April
1987 if I would like to be involved in a new course to be run by my Region called the
Professional Development of Principals Course. It was designed to allow time for
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principals to solve a problem identified by the school and to work collaboratively with the
school and others, supported by a collegial group to resolve the issue. Credit towards a
postgraduate degree was also offered as part of the course.
It sounded exactly what I needed; time to develop a few policies, get some of the
documentation done for curriculum and certainly make a few more procedural documents
to keep the communications in the school open and informed. Perhaps I would also do that
P&C Canteen constitution and a guideline for the global management of financial sources
to help the P&C see our big picture!
The inspector had previously mentioned the course and sought expressions of interest at an
inspectorate meeting, calling it a Project of National Significance. I was already intrigued
as I had run Commonwealth projects before and was aware of the Schools Commissions
brief. It was the year of his retirement and he described it in terms of an investment in
principals who were the new breed, which of course I considered myself to be.
In accepting his invitation I believed it was an acknowledgement that I was seen as a
change-oriented operator and likely to provide a good return for the intensive resourcing
that was involved in the course. I would, as a young principal, also have a length of time in
the principalship to show the returns of this investment in me. I saw this as an accolade and
considered it to be an honour to be chosen. From the outset I was informed that it would be
a one-year commitment.
There is no doubt that I saw myself primarily as a manager at this time. I knew the
Department’s Managing the Schools document inside out. I was a successful promoter of
the philosophy which emphasised and rewarded administrative and structural organisational
efficiency.
Paradoxically I had questioned the industrial management paradigm for school
administration because I truly believed I was following Tom Sergiovanni’s 1982 Hierarchy
of leadership forces (the Technical, Human, Educational, Symbolic and Cultural forces). In
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fact his triangular diagram was included in the school’s management plan. Yet while the
words ‘Educational Leadership’ appeared in the Managing the Schools document I am sure
they had not conceptualised into my thinking and actions. I was a task-driven leader of the
combative kind. This was before I discovered Roland Barth and Michael Fullan. I was
totally committed to the Department’s new Statement of Corporate Purpose and Goals
1987 which outlined the then three-tiered corporate model of organisation. I was already
ahead of the game with structures in place for globally managing the schools (and the
P&C’s) resources. The regional auditor held this up at principals’ meetings as a model for
the future. Some prominent P&C members were outraged.
My responsibility for ensuring planned staff development was a high priority. I defined
staff development as jointly setting targets with individual teachers and monitoring the
development of their negotiated goals. The teachers who were keen for promotion loved it,
but others were uncomfortable with the highly supervisory model. I justified this by having
one for myself that was negotiated with and evaluated by the executive. What could be a
better, more open model? When I read their comments I realise that they were being honest
with me but I wasn’t reading between the lines. It took my collegial group to help me
realise what they were saying.
I actively wove the school vision, mission and goals into every aspect of the school’s
functioning. Role clarification and executive development came in higher than quality
outcomes for classroom learners. I believed improved student outcomes would occur
through osmosis as each teacher’s negotiated goals were met through my supervision.
The most pressing need I saw, and it is reflected in the school’s management plan of the
time, was to provide policies to ensure everyone in the school community was included in
the information loop and able to reflect our school’s, (my) and the department’s, purposes
and goals. The intentions were honourable, and I thought equity based, but in no way
people-focussed or empowering.
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So we have this powerful driving force ready to conquer the world and ready to show
others how they could do it too! A recipe for disaster? Probably. All I can say is at the time
of being offered a place in the Professional Development of Principals Course, it had never
occurred to me that I needed to learn something. I superficially thought I would use the
course to gain credit towards another degree and also gain time to develop our school
policies.
What followed was a most revealing process of growth that was more in the realm of
personal improvement. The most obvious problem to be solved at that school was the
principal, but I didn’t know it then.
I leave this reflection on 1987 and take up the story a year later as derived from an artefact
of the collegial group. I, with one of my collegial group members, had been invited to
attend the residential phase of the South Coast Region’s implementation of the PDP. We
spoke about the organisation of collegial groups to the next cohort of participants. It was a
very changed person who spoke to that group, as can be seen from the following verbatim
text of that talk.
At the end of phase one of our course, after input by some key speakers,
team-building exercises, identification of our leadership styles and plenty of
discussing and reflecting, we were at the stage of accepting responsibility for
our actions and identifying an issue for improvement back at school. Some
of us had vague ideas and others were quite definite. I still did not recognise
my real problem.
I remember that we (my colleague and others in my group) had an uneasy
feeling about the pace of the project. There was so much time to reflect not
only at the residentials but in our follow-up collegial meetings and in the
later phases of the course. It turned out to be one of the best features of the
course; time to reflect, time to rethink problems, time to reframe them and to
look at the implications. Our inspector and the facilitator had to convince us
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of the value of this and assure us that the Department had sanctioned this
time for process not product.
Each situation is unique and with specific sets of circumstances but those of
us who have successfully identified, tackled and improved our area of
concern all had to recognise that what we had in common was that we owned
the problem. It was our own behaviours, attitudes, beliefs and expectations
that were part of the issue. The answer was in ourselves if we were honest
enough but the crucial thing was we were not alone. There were plenty of
resources to help us to solve our problem: books, tapes, people, discussion
groups but above all time, time, time.
Originally I thought, ‘I’ll just pick an area to start off with that the staff have
already identified such as a new policy on evaluation.’ The course suggested
an approach for determining an area so I thought I should confirm my hunch
with a survey. After discussion with our consultant/facilitator I decided to
use the course module entitled Identify an Area for School Improvement,
which had a survey, some guidelines for a staff workshop and strategies for
follow-up meetings.
I was shocked to see the result. Evaluation was not the issue at all.
Formulating policies was low on the agenda. The issue was time…or lack
thereof. At this stage my response to this was, ‘This is structural. It is
imposed from outside onto us. It is expected by the system that we get the
1987 priorities done, do the policies and the curriculum areas and
organisational procedures…(product, product, product; meetings, meetings,
meetings).’
So I looked at my communications structure and my aims for 1987 and my
management model and did big charts to take along to our first formal
collegial meeting. We discussed them and I went back to my staff and made
263

a commitment that I would undertake to find a solution at the residential
through the course resources. I still thought the problem was external to me.
After working on this I took the responses of my staff and my school
organisation structure along to the first residential. I also took my computer
ready to get it all done while I was there, after discussing it with my
collegial group of course. This didn’t happen.
In a way that is too subtle to describe, the activities of the triads and
fishbowls and the kind, but strategic questioning of my collegial group. told
me that my school organisational model was too threatening, too complex,
too busy, over organised and expecting too much. I was basically trying to
do in one year what should be done in three. One member of my group
actually told me that she was threatened by seeing me turn up with my
computer ready to get it done there and then! This was a revelation to me.
What I had always been given credit for, my organisational skill, was being
questioned and, dare I imagine it, devalued. Was this incredible efficiency
really effective? The answer was, no it wasn’t. But I certainly needed more
time to come to grips with that revelation. More time, more discussion,
reflection, and help from my collegial group,
The blame shifted to me. The problem of not enough time was not external at
all. The real issue was the overtime I was putting in, the long days, the
weekends and holidays. Making myself totally organised meant more work
for others. So, unrealistic goal setting, over-management and overmotivating was my problem. It still is, it always will be but at least now I
have the ability to recognise the signs and thanks to the course and my
collegial group I have some strategies to curb it.
In truth, I had to recognise what my workaholism does to those around me
and to their quality of life (home and school). They experience loss of work
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satisfaction. They think they are inadequate and can’t keep up, and when
they do there is just still more to come!
I have to thank my collegial group for being ruthlessly, but supportively,
honest with me. It was not easy to hear and while I am always going to be an
organisational perfectionist and control freak, I am dealing with it. The
issues change; for example I have an ongoing conflict with my P&C but the
problem is still the same.
The collegial group meetings have been like therapy sessions. Our group
works because we trust each other. Before we came here today we discussed
with the others what we would say to you. We have loyalty and we are not in
competition with each other. I think the key to accepting collegial assistance
is being prepared to listen and being prepared to be fallible. No member is
allowed to dominate and no one person has all the answers. We have a desire
to be together and when we ask for it we get sympathetic, confidential
advice, albeit sometimes close to the bone.
Our advice to you at this stage of your first residential is to be honest and be
prepared to learn more about yourself. We found the course useful. We
learnt about ourselves and applied it to our management and the situation in
both of our schools improved as a result.
Much the same message permeated my report for the formal evaluation requirement of the
course later in 1988 (see again Appendix 2) but a broader understanding of the transference
of learning from the PDP to the school site is evident from this abbreviated and edited
response to the course evaluation’s pro forma questions.
My action plan was revised prior to its introduction after using a module
from the PDP. At the conclusion of the second residential my aim was to
examine the administrative model at H school to:
265

•

determine ways of providing more time for staff to do the job of
teaching;

•

consider my emphasis on efficiency in light of its effectiveness;

•

rationalise my existing expectations regarding documentation and
communication processes.

Overall I am most satisfied with the progress made with this action plan.
From the outset the staff were involved in identifying the problem. They
were included in the setting of goals and have monitored the progress made.
Since the school’s problem: to improve time management for them, was
identified by staff, there was no difficulty in achieving their full support for
this project. The ownership of this problem was accepted as mine, while
staff accepted a new professional role as participatory decision makers.
A reduction in meetings and documentation has allowed teachers more time
to plan and implement their classroom programs with internal arrangements
made to provide cooperative planning and teaching sessions. The
Departmental introduction of the relief-from-face-to-face teaching initiative
cannot be minimised as a contributing structural factor in the success of my
action plan.
The module from the PDP course folder called Identifying An Area for
School Improvement states that, ‘The perceived problem is rarely the one
identified.’ And this was the case. Staff identified the problem as time
management and I thought this was external to myself. It was not until the
collegial triads that I recognised that I owned the problem. I recognised the
human impact of fast, intense and well-organised change management.
My school has derived major benefits from my participation in the program.
These include:
•

A more realistic set of goals for 1988. While all goals for 1987 were
achieved, they were achieved at the coast of teacher satisfaction for
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teaching. H school has gained from a rationalisation of meeting and
documentation with more time being given to face-to-face
communication than to written reports. This has led to management
being seen as more human than mechanical;
•

Children have benefited from less stressed teachers who are not
stretched beyond their capacity to implement school goals;

•

The joint nature of the project and the principal’s willingness to be
seen as fallible has strengthened the staff as a team;

•

The tone, support and collegiality is high;

•

My ability to put efficiency into balance is due largely to the shared
concern of the staff and the warm assistance given to me by my
collegial group of principals who continually gave me the support
required to undergo a reassessment of values I had not before
questioned. (27-28 June 1988)

To round out my story and cover the collegial concept I include an artefact from 1993 when
the combined collegial group were becoming aware that their group may have been unique.
They wanted to find out if other PDP teams were still functioning and began to consider
promoting the group as a team of speakers available for conferences and input at
professional development activities. Attempts were made by the more entrepreneurial in the
group to market the collegial concept. The results of a questionnaire on collegiality, which I
administered to the combined collegial group, were part of that fact-finding process and the
results were used as the basis for a talk given at a conference in Canada in 1993.The
following are verbatim excepts from that talk.
In Australia, it is relatively uncommon for principals to meet regularly with
no other agenda than conversation around particular problems we have in
running our schools. And it is virtually unheard of to meet with the sole
purpose of celebrating our own development and successes.
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I consider myself to be extremely fortunate to have been associated with a
collegial group that has met continually for such purposes since 1987. It has
had significant impact on my personal and professional development. My
group was an outcome of a course… the expected outcome of the course was
that we would establish on-going collegial groups to help us in our future
development and help others in theirs.
Through the collegial process we grew to be more honest, we allowed
ourselves to be vulnerable and we created a trusting and supportive climate
in which it was safe to say I don’t know how to do this. Two of our members
have retired and still come back for meetings and five of us have moved
geographically to Regions as far apart as one-hundred and sixty kilometres,
but we rarely miss a meeting.
We now plan strategies for increasing the awareness of the concept of
collegiality. Being here and talking to you is one such strategy. We aim to
provide speakers at educational forums on a variety of topics and if you have
seen this leaflet during the conference, that’s my collegial group (see
Appendix 14).
…A few weeks ago I met with my collegial group. They were really excited
for me, knowing I was coming on this trip and that I would be talking about
them. The questions I asked them to address were: ‘What is collegiality?’
and, ‘Why have we succeeded while other groups have folded?’
Now, defining collegiality is quite difficult. It is much more than
congeniality, it’s much more than friendship, but these things are both
involved. The principals say that there were a few rules associated with it.
We didn’t have to impose them; they gradually developed during the course.
They listed these rules as follows:
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•

We learnt very early that confidentiality and discretion were
paramount, loyalty formed in the group;

•

We became very aware of the need to ensure that no one person
continually dominated. There was never one leader but a series of
leaders in different situations;

•

There was no hierarchy of position;

•

We acknowledged that we were all learners;

•

We all had important problems; everyone listened;

•

Reflection was valued, not seen as a waste of time.

To my question, ‘why have we lasted?’ the principals gave me the following
answers:
•

Because we meet in non-institutional venues away from phones;

•

Residential retreats gave time to build trust;

•

We have multi-interests and diverse backgrounds;

•

It gave us stability in our own changing situations;

•

Champagne, croissants, singing and informality helped;

•

We represented stability in the unstable climate of Departmental
restructuring;

•

We genuinely accept and welcome each other;

•

We are not using the group for some other agenda.

In summary, my group knows we are unique in NSWDE because of our
sustainability. We believe other groups can also have this collegiality and
we work to create it in other organisations of principals; that’s why I am
here in Canada sharing with you.
Australians are not known for being gushy. In fact we often hear it claimed
that we have a national negative characteristic of criticising successfulness
in others- the Tall Poppy Syndrome. So this collegiality is unusual. But we
do also carry the concept of mateship in our mythology and loyalty ranks
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high in that system. So what ever it was, for our group to have survived
when five of us transferred out to different Regions and two of us retired
means that something special was created.
We believe that collegial groups fail in a climate of competition and where
expert and novice positions are present, thus it is not mentoring. We worked
hard to ensure that competitive factors were eliminated, learning from
mistakes was OK, risk-taking was encouraged and supported, failures were
reported and we approached them as opportunities for new learning. We
avoided judgment. Doesn’t that sound like a learning climate to you? I
believe what we have been doing is acting out a learning theory that is as
relevant for adults as it is for children. (Armour, 1993)
My story leads naturally to Paul’s experience of collegiality.

6.6 Introduction to Paul’s Story
Paul has championed the promotion of the collegial concept from the beginning of the PDP
until his final year as a principal in 2005. His story was constructed using a combination of
the historical and the autobiographic methods. Biographic information was collected from
various historical artefacts showing the dynamic movement of Paul’s knowledge and its
ongoing evolution over a seventeen-year period. The snapshots had already been subject to
the autobiographic praxis method (Butt et al., 1992) as most had been filtered through
collegial dialogue by Paul’s propensity to draft ideas and circulate them to the group for
feedback. Many of the sources provided an exploration of the group’s views through faxed
survey summaries and videotaped discussions. These data were based on shared points-ofview sought by Paul to both clarify his understandings and inform others of his beliefs.
Some of his artefacts show his facilitation of personal feelings expressed through public
discussions and private conversations. His story through artefacts shows an evolving
collective and collaborative process. When these sources are combined with his interview
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responses they reveal a pattern of what he believed to be sustainable in the concept of
collegiality over time: its welfare aspects.
The composite collection of his ideas, constructed from these collected samples of
discourse, was emailed to him to consider for redrafting to reflect his story. He determined
that the story did not need redrafting although he acknowledged some artistic licence was
necessary to fuse many pieces of data into this format. The resulting autobiography
represents a participatory reconstruction from his multiple contributions to the group’s
archival collection, which included excerpts from:
•

his response to a 1993 questionnaire;

•

faxes in 1996 to support a group name and lecture circuit role for the team;

•

a course on collegiality he conducted for another NSWDE region in 1997;

•

his submission on principals’ welfare to NSW Primary Principals Council in 2001;

•

his 2001 interview;

•

his curriculum vitae supplied as a response to a member checking/clarification
survey in 2002;

•

his taped discussions at the fourth focus group meeting in 2003;

•

a written summation in 2003 of what he believed collegiality meant to himself and
the group.

6.6.1 Paul’s Story
As at 2003 I have had sixteen different positions in different areas of the state. I have
always believed in the need to gain as much experience as possible in a wide variety of
roles. I enjoy a challenge and gain energy from it. I have always been an organiser. Early in
my career I organised many meetings for teachers in charge of small isolated schools. I
greatly valued this interaction with my colleagues. These informal social and educational
gatherings kept us sane in our remote areas of the country. I had a strong background in
school camping programs promoting the benefits of camping, motivating groups and acting
as camp principal in various locations. I directed over one hundred ten-day camps, lectured
at weekend leadership training camps and became a camping adviser for the Department.
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I took promotion early in my career by going out west with my young family, and studied
part time, which probably contributed to my marriage break up. My first degree was of no
professional value, I did it because it was expected by the DIs at that time, but my second
and third degrees provided the theoretical background and rationale for the experiences I
had gained from my variety of leadership roles. Before moving to the Metropolitan East
region and participating in the collegial course I had already undertaken research in the
leadership field, written modules and articles on school policy issues, leadership
competencies and staff development.
In those years I felt dynamic and energetic, the world was at my fingertips, I wanted to
conquer the world, take on new challenges, new goals. In 1987 I relished the opportunity
that we were presented with at Bundanoon to discuss our problems. I’d taken on a new
Principal 1 position15 in an ethnic community, eighty-nine percent ethnic, eleven hundred
children and I had never taught in an ethnic community before. There were fifty-nine
different ethnic groups. But the biggest challenge at the time was working with staff and
developing a staff development policy, to cater for teachers who had problems. I had five
people that I wanted to put on a program. I found the collegial model extremely gratifying;
it was supportive and it’s something that has helped develop me over the next seventeen
years to where I am now.
The support of my collegial group actually changed my leadership style forever. I was able
to have safe, professional discussion about an issue that ran contrary to the emerging view
of leadership. Sharing my ideas cemented the view I had been developing at the time about
the non-compatibility of the instructional leadership methods with the circumstances I was
meeting in a large school. While it worked for me in smaller schools my experience was
that instructional leadership went out the window in big schools, where principals have
bigger staffs and instructional leadership can be delegated to others closer to the action.

15

A Principal 1 or P1 indicated the principal had been selected from the fourth primary promotions list to
lead a school of over 500 students. In this case the school population was over 900 students
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I made a decision with the support of my collegial group that my role would not be
instructional leadership, but management. That’s really what a principal’s job in a big
school is, it’s working with people and managing people. Instructional leadership means
leading the teachers and leading the school in curriculum and twenty years ago I could do
that. I had my Master’s in Policy in Curriculum Development and Leadership but for the
last seventeen years I’ve been in large first class schools and I have not been an
instructional leader in that time. I have not taught in the classroom for over twenty years. I
cannot be a credible instructional leader when I’m not teaching in the classroom. So one of
my deputies becomes an instructional leader. I know it’s different in smaller schools, and I
know many in my collegial group did it differently but in the large first class schools,
they’re the facts; that’s the way it is.
Unfortunately, the bureaucrats of today are still citing instructional leadership as being the
main thrust that principals should take on board, and they are not aware of what it’s like in
schools today. People who strive to do it feel guilty or stressed because they can’t achieve
it. I know that because in the work I now do around the state for the Principals Council I
hear it all the time. It’s not that it is too hard to do its just that other urgent matters take
over. You have to prioritise.
My priorities are very much what our group was all about and that’s collegiality. My main
thrust is management of people that I work with. And it’s staff first of all; they are my main
priority. I then work with the parents and I work with the kids through the staff. Now that
leadership emphasis is something that developed out of the collegiality that I experienced
with the group, so that seventeen years down the track, and still in a big Principal 1
position, with nine hundred and fifty children and fifty-plus staff, I concentrate on
developing the staff and I develop them in a collegial way. We have a warm climate and a
wonderful rapport with each other and we have good, open, sharing, collaborative and
harmonious interaction. So we have a good school, an effective school and it has become
an outstanding school and that’s what I think that I’ve now developed.

273

But I have a wonderful staff. I’ve been at B. school for nine years now and nobody wants
to leave; everybody looks forward to recess and lunch time to going in and having fun with
each other; laughing with each other - it’s the laughter that’s wonderful; people cooperate
with each other. During an industrial dispute of two-years duration our staff kept together
and we’ve stayed together. We were united because of that collegiality.
I look at my principal colleagues around the state today and I see they’re uncertain,
frustrated, and indecisive. Our collegial group of principals weren’t like that. We might
have been uncertain in the first year of principalship and we helped each other in our triad
but we were also better prepared than they are today. We grew up in a system where we
were given accreditation and assessment through the inspectorial system and that process
made sure that we were given a list that said we were ready to take on the new challenge.
In our case, for a list four, it was two inspectors for four days and then an interview with
the Regional Directors or for a list three it was three days and two Inspectors and then again
an interview with Assistant Directors. Today, principals get their job by merit selection.
All it takes is a half hour interview with a community member, a staff member, a fellow
principal and the district superintendent or his or her nominee. And that half an hour
interview comes after an examination of their resume, which does not even have a work
report attached. The resume is what the person who applies for the job says about
themselves. They put down on paper what they think they’re good at and then try to
convince the interview panel that they are the person that they described on paper. Our
system was far superior to the system we have today because we knew we could do the job.
We had experience in other promotion positions, which enabled us to be promoted through
the system, because we had the potential. Independent assessors who talked with our
colleagues and investigated us in the workplace determined that potential.
Today because the young principals don’t always have prior experience, they feel ashamed
about asking for help and they feel that they have to do it by themselves. They are not
encouraged to solve their problems in groups. They can do professional development
courses but the collegial model is quite different from ours. They don’t get the time we had.
When we started we had the collegial group and we had the Cluster Director or the District
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inspectors who used to come into our schools. They are on their own today because there is
no personal support at all from the system. We never see the District Superintendents. They
have no idea what schools are about; they rarely go into schools; they’re looking after too
many schools and dealing with complaints all the time.
There was an opportunity for our collegial group to fill a sort of consultative role to support
other principals back in the mid 1990s when we were keen to promote ourselves as a
professional support and development team. We started to seriously consider what we
could offer others but due to the retirement of some of our group we didn’t get it together.
It struck me back then after listening to two guest speakers at a Principals Council
Conference in 1995 that most people who speak about collegial support structures are
theorists with no practical or realistic experience. Our group could have really concentrated
on this area by providing a package on how to assist colleagues at risk, how to use collegial
networks and how to establish effective workable groups. I have tried to promote this
myself since that time.
The pressures today are different and place extra stress on the principals. As a senior
principal (I would now be number one on the list in the state if we still had lists), I’ve
recognised this amongst my colleagues and offered them options for collegial support.
Recently I started travelling around the State for the Primary Principals Association and I
have met with principals in one hundred schools over the past six months. I get them to tell
me their issues and think outside of the square for possible solutions. I have put together a
forty-five-page document to take to the Minister. I feel I owe it to the principals to give
something back. You can talk to them in their situations one-on-one whereas prior to this I
would only see them once a term, at our Principals Council meetings. There I could see in
their faces and in their eyes, the stress that’s on their body. In my own district too I offer to
go and have a talk with principals in need. Now I’m not asked to do this but I do it because
I recognise the value of collegiality, because of what I got from our collegial model. I’ve
worked voluntarily, along with another senior colleague, visiting five or six principals who
were going down with depression or into nervous breakdowns or just not coping. Its all
confidential. The District Superintendent wouldn’t have had a clue that we were doing it,
275

but we feel we need to support our colleagues. Depression comes on very quickly and
before you know it your career has ended. Just by phoning colleagues and saying, ‘How are
you finding the job?’ ‘Would you like one or both of us to come and talk to you? is often a
huge relief for them. The new principals are scared of ringing the district superintendent;
they’re scared of admitting defeat or failure; they’re scared of admitting to themselves that
they can’t handle it but usually they just need a little bit of support and it is a colleague who
can do that best. But it has to be done collegially.
One message or rule or even pre requisite that was drummed into us back in 1987 for our
early meetings was that we were not to interrupt a colleague when he/she was talking about
his/her problem/progress. We were not to offer advice unless it was asked for. This was
very hard for some of us but we all had to discipline ourselves and it became an important
part of our collegial group’s development. So, based on our collegial model which taught us
to listen, the support we provide these new principals consists of just going in, sitting down
and letting the person talk. They can reflect in a climate of trust and if they want to ask us a
question and ask advice then we can give it. And so we go and we listen and we sometimes
suggest, ‘let’s get you out of the workplace for a while.’ We take them out and we take a
walk in the wild; or we take them out to lunch. Just like we used to do in our triads we take
the wine and we sit down and we have a lovely pleasant day. It’s amazing what that does
for the young principals.
It’s about people and you really need to be supportive of them; to listen to them and be a
team member with them. Its exactly the same as my approach to managing the school
where you meld people together so that you can work as a team. Like in the eighties when
the catch phrase was participatory decision making, its even more important today to work
collegially because the job is so complex now and too much for one person working alone.
It is extremely important to find collegial support if you want to survive in this day and age
and if you also work that way within your school, with your staff, then your school will
succeed.
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I suppose I am such an advocate for this approach because of the support I both received
and gave in our collegial group. For me personally it was never my job that stressed me.
My collegial group was supportive as a sounding board for my ideas and in helping me deal
with marriage crisis and the depression that hit me as a result. I had a strong background in
leadership but I realised others had additional strengths to mine. This was a powerful thing
about the group that we could respect each other without competition. We’ve all suffered
some trauma or other during the period of our association but the deep feelings we have for
each other has provided emotional and social support. That kind of behaviour has been built
on some golden rules. We learnt these early in our operation: tolerance, understanding and
valuing each other. I know when I moved out of the Met. East Region it became even more
important for me to maintain the connections with the people I trusted to share my
concerns. You could say things that were not normally said to your colleagues in your
school; personal things.
Looking back, collegiality provided our group with the opportunity to develop a life-lasting
bond that tied or linked us all together like a big extended family but of greater significance
because there were no fights between us – only friendship and a strong willingness to
continue to share each other’s company and experiences. It became a very happy part of our
memories and feelings. Collegiality has taken on far more meaning and purpose the longer
we have been together. Collegiality became not just a symbolic term for our group but the
concept gained momentum as time went on. The group has its own special and intimate
place in our lives. For me at one time it was a reason for living, a purpose for socialising, an
enjoyable interaction, something to look forward to. It made me glow with warmth
whenever I heard or used the term collegial, which had taken on a special and personal
significance that those who had not experienced it with us could not understand or might
never understand.

6.7 Summary
The five stories are credible accounts of a diverse nature that acknowledge and celebrate
the personal dimensions of the case study. Some are analytical, some nostalgic and some
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almost confessional. There are contradictions and similarities but all are engaging and
allow the reader to meet the participants as they wish to be met. They also assist the reader
to commence informal analysis by linking participants’ stories to the social context, the
nature of the NSWDE and aspects of professional development design outlined in the
previous chapters. They provide some insights into the changing role of the principal over
two decades, which can be compared with the 1970s’ depiction encapsulated in the poem of
Florence Ramstead (see Chapter 4).
Importantly, the stories portrayed a welfare dimension showing how the participants valued
the support of their colleagues for aspects relating to their emotional well-being. The ability
to trust colleagues to be non-judgemental and empathetic in matters of personal insecurity
was a significant feature of these reflections. Participants recalled issues that were not
appropriate to share at the school level. These included dealing with pain, exhaustion,
marriage breakdown, depression, political and industrial disappointments many of which
define the loneliness of the job. The stories indicate the vulnerability of educational leaders
as they search for meaning. They received solace from trusted peers with whom they felt
safe enough to share their disappointments, their search for clarity, and their dismay over
disapproval and resistance to their visions. They also found in the collegial group a forum,
which welcomed the sharing of their stories of success and triumph, where achievements
were celebrated as growth and not seen as boasting. These stories show why a bond
developed that has maintained group association over a seventeen-year period. They have
both highlighted the isolation felt by leaders and managers in the daily carriage of their
work as well as depicting themes of collegiality that will now be analysed in the following
chapter.
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Chapter 7
The Development and Sustainability of Collegiality
7.1 Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to provide an understanding of the characteristics of
collegiality in professional learning groups and contribute to the knowledge base on the
concept in particular its conditions, how it was developed in this case, and if it was
sustained.
The preceding chapters report the context that framed the professional development of the
principals in this study and explored the role that collegiality played in their learning. This
chapter brings together the contextual influences carried by the participants from their
engagement with Commonwealth Schools Commission philosophy, their grounding in
NSWDE practices and their professional development experiences prior to and after the
PDP. The culmination of these subtle understandings, and the particularities revealed in the
personal stories, lay the foundation for this chapter’s examination of collegiality over a
seventeen-year period of the group’s operation.
Five of the research sub-questions of the study, outlined in Chapter One, are addressed in
this chapter. They include:

•

How is collegiality defined by the members of the collegial group?

•

What conditions contributed to the establishment of collegiality?

•

How did the collegial group change over time?

•

Which conditions were most effective in building the collegial community?

•

Which conditions were most effective in sustaining the collegial community?

The larger purpose of these questions is to more fully understand the concept of collegiality
as it operated over time in the group and individual contexts, encompassing participants’
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both professional and personal interactions. This is fundamental to determining the role that
collegiality played in the participants’ professional development and welfare in order to add
to the case record in this area of knowledge.
The research sub-questions initially arose from my curiosity as a long time participant and
observer of the group. For many years I have pondered the concept of collegiality as we
experienced it and why this group continued long after the conclusion of the PDP course.
From my involvement I knew that the group had changed its focus over time, but I believed
that collegiality had continued throughout unchanged. It became apparent during the early
analysis of data that there were various stages of our operation that could be identified and
that collegiality may have been expressed differently in these stages. Tracing the
characteristics of such stages became fundamental to determining what conditions were
necessary for collegiality to be established, built and sustained. This involved a process of
defining collegiality as it operated over time, a process that has dominated the scholarship
of this investigation.
As indicated in the methodology section of Chapter Three, a variety of strategies were
utilised to answer the research questions. Interviews were analysed to examine themes,
differences and commonalities, and these were clarified in focus group meetings. Data were
triangulated with artefacts of the group to provide an understanding of the way collegiality
operated over time. In particular, an historical survey conducted in 1993 during the middle
years of the group’s operation, showed how the participants described collegiality at that
time. This could be compared with the way that collegiality operated in practice by
examining the faxes that the group sent to communicate their ideas and organise their
activities between 1990 and 1996. Artefacts such as participants’ diaries and calendar
entries proved to be invaluable for confirming or disconfirming participants’ memories. My
dual role as a bona fide member of the group and also the participant observer was helpful
when analysing the meanings of such artefacts. My intimate understanding of our history
and our activities allowed me to triangulate against my own subjective observations, beliefs
and experiences of collegiality. Questioning the taken-for-granted, or what Wenger (1998)
calls ‘assumed truths and reified practices’, allowed me to see in the artefacts the tangible
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evidence of our operations and compare these with the ways in which the members of the
group talked about collegiality. What follows is a careful unravelling of how collegiality
was established, and what aspects of it were sustainable over various stages of the collegial
group.

7.2 The Process of Defining Collegiality
The task of definition was a chaotic process. It involved the search for understandings and
descriptions that could do the following: encapsulate participant’s meaning of collegiality;
compare these with what the literature described; and also represent the sustainable features
of it over time. Two definitions are produced as summaries at the end of this chapter but the
major work here is to understand collegiality as defined by the participants; that is, how the
participants described their experience of collegiality. This also takes into account the way
the participant researcher framed the search and the scaffolding for collegial operation set
up for the participants by the PDP course.
7.2.1 How the participant researcher framed the search
Underpinning my interpretation of the participants’ talk about their experience of
collegiality are five overarching hunches, or beliefs, or even precepts that came from my
preliminary findings and informed my search for definition. These will be examined
throughout the chapter and can be stated as, collegiality:
•

was taught through the PDP as a method of operation;

•

had certain conditions that underpinned its establishment and its
maintenance;

•

had a limited life in its original form, perhaps an ideal type;

•

had some conditions that were sustainable or adaptable to
changed group purposes;

•

operated in some form throughout stages of the collegial group.
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These beliefs were extrapolated from various sources of data including:
•

the records of the PDP course design and structure;

•

my reflective observation of the collegial group;

•

analysis of the participants’ interviews;

•

questionnaires and surveys;

•

focus group clarifications;

•

historical photographs of group activities;

•

the faxes sent between members of the collegial group over a sixyear period.

My search for further understanding of the initial findings on the development and
sustainability of collegiality was greatly assisted by the final focus group meeting, and the
surveys I distributed prior to this. The surveys acted both as data sources and methods of
clarification. Two mailed-out packages of information (see Appendices 6 and 7) prior to the
final focus group reviewed my analysis of data to that point. The collegial group
participants undertook written and/or verbal responses, culminating in a significant
clarification exercise at the focus group meeting in September 2003. The readings included
an analysis of:

•

a provisional table of conditions categorised under three headings of
‘structural’, ‘behavioural/attitudinal’ and ‘culture/climate’. These had
been extrapolated from the PDP documentation, literature and the
language that participants used in their questionnaires, stories and
interviews;

•

the historical context and operation of the PDP and its unique
aspects;

•

the chronology of the collegial group/s’ operations with assertions
that these depicted four identifiable stages.
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As will be discussed in the following sections, the clarifications, amendments and
confirmations that occurred at the final focus group meeting were framed around three
assertions or we agree statements.16 They were that:

•

our experience of collegiality was defined by structural conditions,
attitudinal and behavioural conditions and cultural conditions;

•

we were united by our growth;

•

there were four recognisable stages in the life of the group from 1987
to 2003.

These directions underpinned the quest to understand the development and sustainability of
collegiality in this case. The statements were derived from analysis of the perceptions of the
participants, their experience from the PDP, their stories, and comparison with related
literature and historical documents.
7.2.2 How others have described collegiality
Wood and Gray (1991) state that ‘definitions are crucial to theory building. A general
theory…must begin with a definition of the phenomena that encompasses all observable
forms and excludes irrelevant issues’ (p.143). In their study of collaboration, Wood and
Gray assume a commonly accepted definition existed but they found, ‘a welter of
definitions of collaboration, each having something to offer and none being entirely
satisfactory by itself’ (p.143). This has also been my experience in the study of collegiality.
The dictionary definitions of collegiality encapsulated only glimpses of what the
participants were describing. The literature reviewed for this study provided some
guidance, however the participants’ understandings, the PDP design, and my observation of

16

We agree statements as mentioned in Chapter Five were based on various PDP activities including brainstorming,
modified dephi techniques, data collection and verification processes, The I/we agree statements became an entrenched
and often unconscious way of operating in the collegial groups. As the artefacts of the group (faxes and surveys) indicate,
postulations were often canvassed, supported by evidence then honed to the point where the essence of a subject stood as
a group norm. The process also encapsulated the right of individuals to dissent with the stance of I agree to disagree being
condoned as an essential democratic feature of collegiality. We agree statements were used consciously in the PDP course
modules, modelling a method to be inculcated into school and collegial group operation to assist with problem solving and
decision making.
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this collegial group indicated that there was new meaning to be added to the literature. As
the discussion will show, collegiality for these participants varied in nature over time and
had some sustainable features.
Hargreaves’ (1994) view that the term collegiality is imprecise and vague and that perhaps
there is no true collegiality challenged my thinking. The participants in this study believed
there is a true collegiality and that they experience/d it. This was compelling enough to
attempt at least to define their version and compare it with the way collegiality is depicted
in the literature.
Early in the data collection stage, the emerging themes from the participants’ interviews
and the stated PDP course intentions were compared with the varying understandings of
collegiality in the literature. The PDP course handbook (NSW Department of Education
Professional Development of Principals Program, 1987d) acknowledged that there was a
classic meaning of collegiality, emerging from the ‘ancient university college’ (p.2). This
meaning was clarified in Tapper and Palfreyman’s (2002) examination of the Oxford and
Cambridge Universities’ collegiate model. They describe the essence of the ‘collegiate’ as
it operates in the university colleges as follows:
…they (the colleges) admitted their own members; they provided those
members with a context that fulfilled their academic, social and cultural
needs; they were independent self-governing corporate bodies with access to
financial resources … that enabled them to exercise that governance
effectively (p.54).
Based on the way participants in this study describe the operations of their collegial group,
and my observation, there were some similarities with this model. For example, no new
members were admitted to the PDP collegial group although the two entities amalgamated.
The group’s records (diaries, calendars and faxes) indicated that we ran our own agenda.
Participant interviews, stories, questionnaires and focus group data referred to the support
that members received from the group for academic social and cultural needs. And while
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our goals were influenced by our own school needs, our group activities were independent
from our schools’ operations.
The PDP course writers added to the classical reference by further defining collegiality in
the participants’ handbook as ‘a voluntary association of persons who share responsibility
and authority’ (p.3). In some cases the participants’ understanding of collegiality was
connected to this classical tradition. Andonia, Anton, Jeanette, Jennie, Melba and Veronica
for example, use the terms ‘collegiate’ and ‘collegial’ interchangeably in their interviews,
in their written communications and in their conversational talk within the group. When
asked why they chose to use the term collegiate, some suggested that it indicated their
awareness of the tradition, some had no reason and thought the words identical, while some
used collegiate in the belief that the word collegial may be seen as a corruption of the
correct term collegiate. Other members such as Roland, James and Ward use the word
collegial because it was the term used continuously throughout the PDP course. In my own
usage, and that of Paul, the meaning of collegial seemed to be a modernization and
democratization of a more hierarchical ancient tradition. It seemed to imply a flatter model
of shared leadership, not one where individuals adopted specific leadership roles.
To determine the currency of the meaning, a more recent definition was sought from the
online Microsoft Encarta Dictionary which defined collegiality as ‘power shared equally
between colleagues’ (Bloomsbury, 1999). This definition with its inclusion of the word
equally seems to have moved more towards a flat model. However, both the 1987 and the
1999 definitions had the basic premise of sharing, which had resonance with the meaning
that was emerging from the participant interviews, their historical surveys and from my
own observation of how the collegial group worked in practice.
As established in the literature review, while many studies could be found that discussed
collegiality for teachers in the school setting, only a few studies were found that addressed
collegiality as it operated in collegial groups of principals. Of those consulted, Duignan’s
(1985) evaluation of the pilot NSWDE PDP related closely to the 1987 course
implementation. He noted that the intent of collegiality was ‘to create an atmosphere in the
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group that encouraged mutual support’ (p.3). Bazeley (1989), who undertook a surveybased evaluation of collegial programs offered by the NSWDE in 1987 and 1988, defined
collegiality as involving ‘the development of applied professionalism within the context of
a trusted peer group, supported by reflective facilitation’ (p.11). Roberts (1988), in her
unpublished doctoral thesis, found that, ‘principals as colleagues can play a crucial role in
maximizing each other’s experiential learning opportunities on the job’ (p.294). Her
participants were twelve US elementary principals whose perceptions of collegiality
emphasised the support and assistance of their peer group. They defined this support as
involving reflective analysis of their experiential, site-based learning and leadership
behaviour for solving real problems of school improvement.
A generic definition of collegiality, such as that contributed by Cunningham and Gresso,
(1993) and cited by Hossler (2000, p.12).) suggests that ‘collegiality is a closeness founded
on caring for each other, knowing each other, being interested in each other and wanting to
be together’. The interviews and survey data in this case indicate that all participants would
agree that this definition expresses the spirit and fellowship of the concept, yet it could just
as easily be used to describe friendship. It therefore does not take into account the
conditions of collegiality that are more specific than those required for friendship. In
contrast to Campbell and Southworth’s (1992) belief that collegiality is a ‘hazy and
imprecise notion’ (p.65), my conclusion, as will be developed later in the discussion, is that
an ‘ideal type’ is both definable and contributed to by identifiable conditions. Interestingly,
this finding aligns with Little’s (1982) early approach to collegiality when she identified
positive norms and conditions but differs from her later comments on the mystique
surrounding collegiality, describing it as, ‘conceptually amorphous and ideologically
sanguine’ (p.509).
If we take ‘conceptually amorphous’ to mean without any clear form or structure and not
obviously belonging to any particular category or type, then the data from this case indeed
provides new specificity to the field. This chapter will show that a scaffold of conditions
emerged from the data, which implied category and form. Similarly to Kochan’s (2002)
categories of ‘System, Structure, Support and Human Dimensions’ (pp.270-271), the
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conditions for collegiality in this case fell naturally into structural, attitudinal/behavioural
and cultural categories. While it is acknowledged that these are merely constructs that can
only approach the depth of what was meant by the term collegiality, they do take us beyond
the vagueness of ‘conceptually amorphous’. In particular, identifying structural conditions
that encourage collegiality resonates with findings in the area of andragogy that link such
support to successful learning and improved interaction between adult learners. For
example, Loukes-Horsley (1994) found that support structures, such as the element of time
and the contribution of collaboration, were conditions for meeting the requirements of adult
learning. And Ponticell’s (1995) findings on collegiality indicate that, consistent,
substantive and structured interaction can change professional relationships.
Participants’ reflections in this case seemed at first to support Warren-Little’s (1990)
description of collegiality as ‘ideologically sanguine’ which implies an optimistic and
romantic temperament ascribed to the phenomenon. The romantic tendency appeared
mostly at the level of nostalgia when participants, through tradition and sentiment, wanted
to present the concept to me as a rosy cumulative memory. This tendency to romanticise the
longevity of what I will later call the ‘ideal type’ was pervasive in the reflections of the
participants, and indeed myself. It required challenging by triangulation of the data.
Rigorous comparison with artefacts and deeper observation of focus group behaviour
allowed a reappraisal of what has survived from the PDP ‘ideal type.’
Certainly a notion of collegiality held by participants was that it was a positive
phenomenon but this did not mean that they operated at an uncritical level of superficial
agreement. ‘Ideologically sanguine’ might mean ‘cheerfully optimistic’ but it should not be
confused with a harmonious, unquestioning, non-conflicting temperament.
I initially adopted an uncritically romantic tendency in my own research methods. When
participants received my draft list of conditions of collegiality in May 2003, they were
compiled as stimulus material in table form. They were derived from my analysis of their
interviews, questionnaires and my observations and conversations with them. I was then
unaware that the inclusions consisted only of ideologically sanguine concepts (see
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Appendix 6). When this was recognised in discussions of the draft table with participants, I
returned to the data to check whether the pervasiveness of my own rosy perception of
collegial conditions may have influenced my selection from the data. I subsequently
addressed the notion of collegial conditions again in an attempt to be more critically
evaluative and professionally honest. I further triangulated my findings with the group’s
collection of faxes and found I needed to change very few of the concepts. In fact,
participants had strengthened conditions like ‘empathy’, adding ‘compassion’ and
‘concern’ and qualified the inclusion of ‘consideration’ to mean ‘consideration of others’.
There were no negative conditions noted in the data yet there were clarifications that
needed to be included. While I did simplify the jargon, eliminate ‘climate’ from the
category ‘cultural/climate’ and added participants’ suggestions for what eventually became
Table 7.1 in this chapter, I also changed inclusions such as ‘cognitive congruence’ to
‘cognitive conflict/congruence’. While no one spoke of ‘conflict’ in the manner suggested
by Schrage, (1990); Fullan, (1993) and deLima, (2001), I realised that ‘congruence’ might
imply that we all agreed with the way each other thought. That was not the case as we
sometimes agreed to disagree, or as Jennie described in her story, ‘we’d all be banging the
table and we’d say, “shut up, we’ve had enough!’” This also meant I needed to include a
concept that described the non-threatening way that we accommodated this type of
cognitive conflict. It was modelled on the fishbowl activities of the PDP and I have called it
in Table 7.1 ‘expectation of deep questioning.’ The course called it ‘a rationale for the
giving and receiving of feedback’ (NSW Department of Education Professional
Development of Principals Program (1987b). July 26-28, p. 6).
From my return to the data to see if there was any evidence of a conflictual nature I
reaffirmed that participants believed, that conflict was not a feature of the group.
Participants expected exploration of their beliefs and allowed each other to use probing
techniques as they examined problems from different perspectives. As Anton recalled in his
interview:
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…we all knew that talking through problems was certainly a way of coming
to a solution. We allowed each other to explore our problems, according to
their own backgrounds. They would come up with something that we would
find useful. (Anton, Interview, 14 May 2001)
There was some evidence however, that Fullan’s (1993) notions of ‘groupthink’ and
‘balkanisation’17 operated. As mentioned in Chapter Five (see 5.2.2), examples of this
occurred when neophyte was guiding neophyte and when the fervour of loyalty to the
collegial group inadvertently discouraged others from eliciting potential collegial support
from their colleagues at their own school site.
Until the final focus group meeting, the participants in this case frequently and
retrospectively romanticized collegiality as an ongoing ideal type that they maintained. As
will be discussed later in the chapter, that meeting and subsequent written responses
confirmed that this form of collegiality really only operated at one particular stage of the
collegial group. This stage will be referred to hereafter as Stage One. This chapter will
further show that after stage one, key elements of the ideal type disappeared over time and
no new elements were introduced. It will be argued that collegiality was sustained but not
in the form of its ideal type.
Other writers in the field of collegiality link the concept with collaboration. As discussed in
Chapter Two, much of the literature linked with collaboration is related to the work place.
There is a plethora of advice on the benefits of working in teams for mutual goals on joint
tasks in such settings. Conversely there is a paucity of work on the operation of collegiality
in support groups for principals’ learning and most of it was written in the 1980s. The
works of Barnett, (1985, 1987a); Barnett & Mueller, (1989); Bazeley, (1989); Brady,
(1996); Donaldson, (1987); Dussault & Barnett, (1996); Evans, (1980); Hossler, (2000);
Mikkelson, (1989); Roberts, (1988); Sharp, (1983) provide some comparative links with
17

Fullan (1993) described groupthink as uncritical acceptance and/or suppression of dissent in going along
with group decisions (p. 82) and balkanisation as occurring when groups become inward looking, when
strong loyalties form within a group with a resultant indifference or even hostility to other groups (p.83)
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this study but as is the case in most writing on the subject of collegiality an annoying
inconsistency of meaning for the terms collaboration and collegiality was noted.
The terms are sometimes used exclusively from each other. However, more often the term
collaboration is used as though it were synonymous with collegiality. As mentioned in
Chapter Two, deLima (2001) provides a good description of this tendency, showing how
collaboration, cooperation and collegiality are used widely as if they were understood and
agreed upon. Jarzabkowski (2000) also comments upon the extensive use of collaboration
and collegiality in the literature as interchangeable concepts. She makes the following
distinctions:
Collegiality is used in its common English language meaning, as a derivation
of colleague, to describe…involvement with…peers on any level be it
intellectual social and/or emotional. Collaboration…takes its meaning from
the common English usage to mean…working in combination. In this way,
collaboration is a subset of collegiality. (p.22)
The findings of this study confirm this stance and this chapter will treat collaboration and
cooperation as sub-sets, or contributing conditions, of collegiality. In the experience of
these participants in the PDP, collaboration and cooperation are aspects embedded in
collegiality.
My comparison of definitions and ways of describing collegiality from the literature were
also driven by my need to find a concept that could act as an overall descriptor of an ideal
type and its conditions. One idea stood out as the central core of my thinking about the
ideal type. It related to a theme that permeated the participants’ stories, their definitions of
collegiality in their questionnaires and their regular reference to support for their learning in
their interviews. The theme implied a unity that enveloped and nurtured their learning and
there did not appear to be any description of this in the literature on collegiality. It appeared
to be different in quality to that described in the writing on coaching and shadowing
eg.(Barnett, 1987a), which involved a closer scrutiny of performance than the participants
were describing.
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To hone my search for a descriptor of this concept I developed a preliminary schematic
model (see Figure 7.1) to represent what the participants were saying; that conditions of
collegiality led to their growth and group unity. It took two years of deliberation on this
model before a descriptor emerged. The word ‘coadunation’ was found by accident in the
Macquarie Dictionary (1982, p.365). It is a little used word meaning ‘united by growth.’
and most closely resembled the composite perception of collegiality held by individuals in
this case.
Conditions
(structural, behavioural/attitudinal, cultural)

led to collegiality

Collegiality led to growth

Growth unites the group
(coadunation)

Figure 7.1 A preliminary description of how collegiality developed for participants in
the PDP
The word coadunation was discovered when I was stimulated to search the dictionary after
reading Atkinson’s (1999) ‘Collaboration: The Awful C Word.’ That search coincided with
my analysis of themes generated in QSR NUD*IST 4 which showed that a significant
number of participants used words such as ‘collaboration’, ‘cooperation’, ‘co-learners’,
‘community’, ‘congeniality’ and ‘consultancy’ to name but a few. Checking for the
meaning of such terms beginning with co, (many of which have now been used in Table 7.1
as descriptors for the conditions of collegiality), led to the unexpected find of the word
‘coadunation.’ It perfectly described collegiality in its ideal type, when participants were
united by their growth. I subsequently inserted the descriptor into Figure 7.1, but after later
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deliberation and analysis I refined this model to depict the conditions as funnelling into the
concept of coadunation. The refined model (Figure 7.2) and a resulting definition (see
7.4.1) appear later in the discussion. These representations of the ideal type in this case will
provide comparative tools for other researchers to verify the effectiveness of the model and
definitions in further case studies.
7.2.3 How others have described the sustainability of collegiality
The literature was more useful when searching for a comparison of my hunches about
collegial sustainability. Again most studies related to teachers. Ponticell (1995) found that
‘sustained substantive and structured collegial interactions enhanced mutuality and
supported risk takers’ (p.17) but that this was not determined by the amount of time one
worked with others. People could work together for years but not be collegial. Ponticell
maintained that teachers learned to be genuinely collegial through the nature of the
interactions in which they were engaged. Barnett and Mueller (1989), in one of the few
studies on the longitudinal effects of collegial, peer-assisted programs for principals (PAL),
showed that collegiality deteriorated the longer the participants had been away from the
PAL program. Their findings have some parallels with the experiences of the PDP
participants in this case. It will be shown that it was the structural elements of the group’s
association that were first to decline. The ability to maintain a community that was
becoming more remote from their ‘settlement period’ (Thomas and Hornsey 1999)
challenged the sustainability of the group. Evidence of this was found in the archival faxes
sent by the group to each other and served as an indicator that the group was moving
toward a different purpose for its continuation.
Andy Hargreaves (1994) takes a particular view that sustainability of collegiality was rare
because of its often-contrived nature. He maintains that collegiality can be used as a
manipulative tool, imposed regardless of the wishes of the participants for purposes of
organisational power, administration focus and supervision. While he is referring to
manipulative collegiality in the development of teachers, the PDP design seemed to fit with
many aspects of his view of contrivance. It is argued that collegiality was engineered
initially by the PDP structures and was not a spontaneous arrangement of colleagues. For
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example, it was administratively regulated, compulsory, implementation-oriented, fixed in
time and space and predictable in outcome, having formalised meeting times and specific
locations. Using Andy Hargreaves’ view, the PDP structures could be seen as having a high
surveillance element. It had many of the features that Hargreaves (1991) argued would
make collegiality unsustainable. Yet it survived for many years after its contrivance. Why
was it seductive enough to have shaped our ways of behaving? Why did the Metropolitan
East participants self-actualize the behaviours and attitudes necessary for the sustainability
of the collegial culture when other groups, like those in the PAL program or the South
Coast PDP cohort, did not? Was it preaching to the converted? Were we an atypical cohort?
Perhaps the answers lie in the pedagogical design of the course as well as in the authenticity
of its implementation. In this instance collegiality was designed as an adult learning tool for
empowering principals to manage their own development. It certainly resulted in a trusting
community of risk takers with a shared purpose of professionalism. While our adoption of
collegial practices may have been contrived to inculcate a preferred ideology, we were
consulted about the innovative nature of the professional development commitment and,
except for Jason (see Chapter Six), we willingly chose to participate. We and our
consultants and facilitators all committed to the PDP on the agreement that the individual’s
issues would guide and mould the course content. We believed we owned it and found the
PDP collegial course challenging and rewarding. We believed our facilitators and the
representatives of the System were authentic in their commitment to the conditions. In a
similar way to that described by Donaldson (1987), Lavine (1987) and Barnett (1989), the
trust established through regular contact and agreed conditions of operation ensured our
sustainability.
As outlined in Chapters Four and Five, the context of this study shows that collegial
approaches to the professional development were a feature of the 1980s. Its currency in that
time is reflected by the literature searches that locate most writing on the subject in the
1980s and early 1990s. The PDP approach carried with it the holistic philosophy of the
Commonwealth Schools Commission, the best of the antecedent courses and optimism that
horizontal power distribution was both desirable and achievable. By the 1990s, when Andy
293

Hargreaves (1990; 1991) was writing about the negative aspects of contrived collegiality,
balkanization and groupthink, the impact of ‘new right’ economic rationalism was
impacting the NSWDE and other public education bureaucracies around the world (Fullan,
1987; Grimmett, 1990; Crump, 1993). As previously mentioned it is not known if the
principals used contrived collegiality at their school sites or how well their positive
reactions to collegial support in their own learning was translated to the development of
their teaching staffs. What is know is that they/we embraced collegiality for our own
learning, modified it to suit our differing needs and would not relinquish our version of it
for many years.
Following Hargreaves’ line of thinking would imply that the PDP, as a well-designed,
systematic learning program could be seen as contrived and indoctrinating. Grimmett
(1990a) maintains that any attempt at initiating collegiality is inevitably contrived but that
under certain conditions, organisationally–induced collegiality can evolve into a sustained
interdependent culture when the necessary beliefs, values and norms are combined.
Arguably this was the case with our group. This chapter will maintain that the PDP induced
collegiality through certain conditions that enabled the collegial group to sustain its
community. These conditions were inculcated into the group’s culture and combined with
the individual’s predisposition to the value of collegiality.
From the review of literature, three particular bodies of work, from different fields, provide
further insights that supported this notion of sustained collegiality. These came from the
Educational Leadership area (Barth, 1991), from the Practice-based Theory of Learning
field (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998), and from the current writings on biblical
interpretation of ‘fellowship’ (Warren, 2002). All incorporate concepts of learning, practice
and community in the notion of sustainability. Barth (1991) describes a community of
leaders as learners; Lave and Wenger (1991); and Wenger (1998) untangle the complex
practices of a group; and Warren (2002), who borrowed from the Greek word ‘kiononia’ to
describe fellowship, provides a list of nine elements of fellowship required for the
sustainability of community.
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Warren offers his insights to a specific Christian audience in a recipe-like fashion as
follows but these could just as easily be applied to the operations of the collegial group in
this study:
We will share our true feelings (authenticity), encourage each other
(mutuality), support each other (sympathy) forgive each other (mercy) speak
the truth in love (honesty), admit our weakness (humility), respect our
differences (courtesy), not gossip (confidentiality), and make group a
priority (frequency). When you look at the list of characteristics it is obvious
why genuine fellowship is so rare. It means giving up our self-centeredness
and independence in order to become interdependent. (p.151)
Barth’s (1991) writings have resonance with this concept of fellowship but unlike Warren
he disagrees with lists to characterise effectiveness (pp.38-42). His work is embedded in a
few big ideas that are both simple and powerful and, while aimed at the school as a
community of learners, the ideas can also be applied to the collegial group. He emphasises
the honouring of adult learning, participation and cooperation in groups as opposed to
prescription, production and competition. In such groups, ‘learning is endemic and
mutually visible’ (p.43) and based on the participants’ conscious provision of conditions
that support their ongoing learning. ‘Communities of learners seem to be committed above
all to discovering conditions that elicit and support human learning and to providing these
conditions’ (p.45). Based on their experience of Principals’ Centres, Barth (1987) and
others (Ackerman et al., 1996; Donaldson, 1987) note that sustaining the development of
school leaders rests on the participants’ ownership of their learning, the sharing of this and
on an understanding that the knowledge base lies within them. Their right to be learners
(Sparks, 1993), and the reduction of isolation through the building of peer support and
shared sense of purpose can result in communities of lifelong cooperative learners. Thus the
community is sustained by their learning.
Wenger’s theories (1998; 2002) have been referenced throughout this investigation to
provide various understandings of practice, reification and the meaning of artefacts. Here
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his emphasis is on the enterprises that sustain the practices of a learning community and the
inherent social dimension of the involvement:
As we define enterprises and engage in their pursuit together, we interact
with each other and with the world and we tune our relations with each other
and with the world accordingly. In other words we learn. Over time this
collective learning results in practices that reflect both the pursuit of our
enterprises and the attendant social relations. These practices are thus the
property of a kind of community created over time by the sustained pursuit
of a shared enterprise. (Wenger, 1998, p. 45)
Sergiovanni (1994b) neatly summarises here the process of developing and sustaining
community in his description of how individuals become a collective through the sharing of
common bonds.
Communities are collections of individuals who are bonded together by
natural will and who are together bound to a set of shared ideas and ideals.
This bonding and binding is tight enough to transform them from a
collection of Is into a collective we. This we usually shares a common place
and over time comes to share common sentiments and traditions that are
sustaining. (p.219)
In this case the common bonds were based on the conditions promoted by the PDP and the
predisposition of the players in the group to accept them. As Wenger (1998) explains:
Developing a practice requires the formation of a community whose
members can engage with one another and thus acknowledge each other as
participants. As a consequence, practice entails the negotiation of ways of
being a person in that context…the formation of a community is also the
negotiation of identities. (p.149)
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7.2.4 How the PDP course framed the meaning of collegiality
Defining collegiality from the PDP course material was not as difficult as searching for
direction and comparison from the literature. The course modules and relevant NSWDE
correspondence about the PDP were steeped in formal expectations about the intentions and
the design features for establishing collegiality. According to the participants these were
successfully communicated. As Chapter Five has highlighted, the PDP, particularly its
implementation by facilitating staff at residentials, set the parameters of collegiality. This
might be seen as a subtle indoctrinating process, where the provision of the appropriate
support structures reinforced the attitudinal/behavioural and cultural conditions for an ideal
type, but it was one that was amenable to the group/s.
All of the thirteen participants in this case study who undertook the PDP Course in 1987
acknowledged it to be a unique adult learning experience. Many described its philosophical
underpinnings as qualitatively different from anything they had observed in Departmental
culture to that date and more powerful than earlier executive development courses they had
undertaken. As earlier chapters revealed, we all expressed our gratitude through our stories
and conversations (Jason belatedly), at having been selected to undertake the PDP. All
participants acknowledge collegiality as the most significant feature of the course. In
essence, my own position and that expressed by other group members in their interviews
was that we were taught to be collegial. However, follow-up surveys indicate that most of
us possess a natural preference for, or at least competence from our prior experiences with
this style of operation (see Chapter Five, 5.4).
The organisers of the Metropolitan East PDP course (NSWDE officers) intended that
collegiality would be taught, or at least developed. By making provisions for principals to
meet together, outside their school sites, in school time, to solve their individual problems,
they assumed that collegiality would happen. This was expressed in a Memorandum to
Inspectors to familiarise them with the requirements of the program prior to their selection
of PDP participants. Its emphasis, as shown here, was on collegiality developing out of
collaborative problem solving.
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To develop collegiality among principals and a collaborative approach to
systematic problem solving based on an area of concern identified by the
individual principals, collegial meetings will be held, for a group of eight, on
a geographical basis. Groups of eight principals will meet for one day per
month in August, September, October, November, 1987 and February,
March, April 1988. (Johnson, 1987, p.1)
Behind this methodical approach were the PDP designers who were advising the NSWDE.
From their point of view, based on the professional development literature of the 1980s and
the CSC philosophy that underpinned the PDP (see Chapter Four and Chapter Five),
sustained systematic development of collaborative strategies would develop collegiality,
and the conditions, if owned by the participants, would sustain group learning (Duignan,
Interview, 26 March 2002; Ikin, Interview, 1 May 2002). They designed a series of
activities and operational expectations that would maintain self-supporting peer groups. For
example, one of many booklets from phase one of the three-day PDP residential allocated a
whole day to various team-building activities and a two-hour session to what was called We
Agree statements
The We Agree technique has special significance in this study, as it will be shown to be one
of the most enduring conditions of collegiality over time. It had been used in antecedent
courses to teach methods of consensus building, (Cameron, 1980; Langshaw, Interview, 30
July 2002). Through the influence of facilitators like Milton Mercer the PDP also critiqued
the method, alerting participants to its dangers if used solely for consensus and silencing
divergent thinking (Duignan, Interview, 26 March 2002). It was thus modeled for use in the
manner described by later theorists as capacity building (Foster-Fishman, Berkowitz,
Lounsbury, Jacobson & Allen, 2001). The We Agree process was repeated in various guises
in the PDP course through intensive activities on collaborative group skills, leadership
styles, processes for team operation, problem solving and reflection. (It made my method of
data collection from focus groups in this study relatively easy, as members were
experienced with the process, had the capacity to respond collaboratively and were
comfortable in their ability to use we agree to disagree discourse).
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All activities in the PDP residentials emphasised the three ideas of collegiality,
collaboration and systematic problem solving as central to the program. The ways in which
the booklet defined collegiality and collaboration are of specific interest here. It is assumed
that by the use of w e in the following statements the intention was to represent the
collective view of the NSWDE and the designers who, as mentioned in Chapter Four, were
made up of a team of educators including principals. The use of the words we and our was
also in keeping with the concept of the community of learners. It indicated that we were all
in the learning process together: the system, consultants, facilitators, inspectors, and the
participating principals.
Collegiality: We hope that participants in this program will further develop
professional peer relationships so that they may effectively be collegial. This
term comes from the ancient understanding of the college as being a
voluntary association of persons who share responsibility and authority. The
emphasis throughout this program will be on sharing responsibility freely for
the success, or otherwise of our work together.
Collaboration: At the same time, we have designed the overall program so
that more effective outcomes are gained by co-operating – working jointly
on tasks in the most positive sense of the term. You can collaborate with
your colleagues and with your staff and community. While we have stressed
the need for individual reflection and planning, we see this as happening in
the context of collegial relationships and collaborative activity. Through
such a satisfying mix of individual and group endeavour we will be able to
maximise the usefulness of the personal and material resources gathered
during the program. (NSW Department of Education Professional
Development of Principals Program, 1987b, July 26-28, pp. 3-4)
An examination of the course objectives shows that this phase of the course provided the
structures for collegiality. The objectives were listed under the headings of knowledge,
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skills and positive attitudes and as noted here from the introductory module they highlight
some of the areas that the principals later called rules.
The objectives are that we will gain a knowledge and understanding of:
•

member and leader functions in groups;

•

the dynamics of leadership learning styles;

•

techniques of observation of group processes;

•

methods of achieving group consensus;

•

a rationale for the giving and receiving of feedback;

•

the nature of individuals and groups;

•

ourselves as human beings with school leadership
responsibilities;

•

how we are perceived by self and others;

•

the uniqueness of our individual learning styles;

•

systematic group problem-solving approaches.

Skills in using structured approaches to:
•

observe process in work groups;

•

achieve group consensus;

•

promote harmonious relationships and high levels of group
productivity;

•

apply a problem-solving sequence to an issue or concern.

Positive attitudes towards:
•

experiencing and capitalising on the collegial interaction built
into the program design;

•

the ambiguities and dilemmas of day-to-day school
administration;

•

creating an adaptive, self-renewing school which is constantly
responding to social and community change;

•

utilizing systematic problem-solving approach and participatory
group techniques to contribute to building such a school;
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•

the opportunities for self-development likely to be provided by
the PDP program.

And that we will have generated:
•

helpful information on our own interpersonal style in groups with
special emphasis on the value positions we hold about people and
schools;

•

a detailed analysis of the issues/concerns/problems selected for
attention including plans of action for solving the problem and;

•

that through this process we, as principals, will have developed
personally and professionally. (NSW Department of Education
Professional Development of Principals Program, 1987b, July 2628, pp. 6-7)

It was obvious from these intentions that we as participants in the PDP would be expected
to have the appropriate attitudes that would build the solidarity necessary to sustain a
collegial group. The course also prescribed specific strategies for the operation of collegial
groups that would ensure we received regular feedback on how collegially we were
behaving at the residentials.
The collegial group will meet at least once per day to discuss and reflect on
the day’s progress. Each participant will receive log sheets for noting
learnings, ideas, and insights gained from each day’s participation. Feedback
sheets will be available for collegial groups to use as a channel for personto-group data and person-to-person data. This mechanism can be used to
improve group functioning and to provide data for each participant on
his/her interpersonal behaviour and its effect. (NSW Department of
Education Professional Development of Principals Program, 1987b, July 2628, pp. 6-7)
The log and feedback sheets were one of the subtle ways in which competitive behaviours
were addressed and controlled. It would appear that there was not much room for dissent in
this systematic exposure to a collegial philosophy but none of us appeared to have felt the
practices amounted to surveillance or control. In retrospect, we saw them as good teaching
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and learning strategies. Paul recalls this particular process as a time of deep learning for
those of us in the group who were dominators (Paul, Focus group, 7 September 2003). It
should be noted that when I re-administered the Owens, Barnes & Straton, (1978) version
of the Kolb (1976) inventory to collect data for this study (see Chapter Three 3.7.3) most
of us believed the results of our leadership, learning and operational style inventories to be
an accurate assessment of the way we saw our styles. When the PDP course originally
implemented such tests (Kolb, 1976; Owens et al., 1978; Briggs-Myers, 1980) many of us
were defined as active learners and extraverts. So it was significant that competitive and
domineering behaviours did not surface from a group with such a clustering of controloriented people. Perhaps the well-learned, contrived, team-building mechanisms of the
PDP suppressed our natural tendencies. As Paul summed up in his story, we strove to
maintain learned collegial behaviours by not interrupting a colleague or offering
unsolicited advice, something he described as ‘very hard for some of us but we all had to
discipline ourselves’.
In the focus group discussion all members of the group who were present agreed that the
activities throughout the residential session reinforced non-competitive collaborative
practices. This was particularly evident through fishbowl techniques and role-plays and the
powerful influence of evaluating personal progress logs with trusted others in triads. This
culture was also reinforced after the residentials by the consultants and facilitators when
the teams met regularly and established the climate of their group operations.
The course facilitators and consultants were required to model the behaviours and attitudes
promoted in the course materials and activities. As outlined in Chapters Four and Five,
Cameron’s (1982) research, and Ikin’s (Interview, 1 May 2002) experience as a PDP
designer and organiser, reinforced the importance of the right choice of
consultant/facilitator. They saw this as paramount to the success of shared decision-making
approaches. The South Coast contingent at the residentials had difficulty in accepting their
facilitator. As mentioned in Chapter Five, Keith, (Interview, 28 November 2001) and
Warrick, (Interview, 23 January 2002), indicated that many of their South Coast cohort had
difficulty revealing their weaknesses to someone who was also likely to be assessing them
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in other connected matters. This was not the case for the Metropolitan East participants
who believed their consultant, Ros Strong and facilitators, Milton Mercer and Jean
Koshemakin were appropriate choices because their actions showed that they were
committed to the peer-support concept. Ros Strong describes her enthusiasm for the
collegial approach from her perspective as Consultant to the Metropolitan East (northern)
group.
At that time there was quite a lot of staff development going on. We had
already had the ‘Stage One’, ‘Stage Two’, ‘Stage Three’ Management
Courses in which there was a lot of investment in people as managers but
this was another way of doing it. It was going to be peer-led and I guess a lot
of the reading that I was doing at the time, around the concept of collegiality,
suggested that this was going to be really good. (Strong, Interview, 14 May
2002)
As evident from participant testimonies elsewhere in this study the participants in the group
saw their facilitators as more than capable. Milton was seen as a champion of the collegial
method and Jean as particularly adept at operating collegially. As the following quote from
the introductory guideline of the course shows, consultants and facilitators were expected to
promote the elements of collaboration and collegiality.
Collaborative activity will be valued and encouraged during the total
program. The resources/learning experiences available to participants will
indicate how joint activities can be used to maximize learning outcomes.
Facilitating staff will model such activity wherever possible. (NSW
Department of Education Professional Development of Principals Program,
1987b, July 26-28, p.5)
Collaborative and collegial expectations were also modeled in other ways such as in the
name given to the peer support groups. The term the collegial group started at the
commitment meeting. It was used at that point by the facilitators and has remained
unchanged since 1987, despite the fact that it referred to two different groups and an
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amalgamation of these two groups. The name also survived after significant I agree
processes were undertaken in the 1990s to give it a more distinct name and role (see 7.4.3).
7.2.5 How the participants understood collegiality
In the quest for definition it is important to acknowledge that for seventeen years the name
‘the collegial group’ has continued to be used by the participants to describe our
association. As this term has embedded within it all the operations, memories, rules and
group norms, a significant proportion of the study was dedicated to teasing out the
individual’s understanding of collegiality in the group’s practice. The way in which the
group labelled itself is a construct. It framed the way participants described collegiality and
embodied in its name a set of practices that they took for granted as understood and
accepted by all in the group. In analysing what each member meant when they referred to
the collegial group or to collegiality, I found Wenger’s (1998) description of practice to be
a useful guide for looking deeper. When participants assumed I shared their understanding
and therefore needed no further information, Wenger’s reference to the unarticulated signs
of group practice regularly provided a prompt for my methodology. He describes practices
as involving both the explicit and the understood as ‘unmistakable signs of membership in
communities of practice’(p.47).
To determine the explicit and the tacit meaning of what the name collegial group meant to
the members, as a first step I returned to the various definitions offered in an archival
questionnaire that I had administered to the group in 1993 for the development of a
conference paper. I compared their meanings at that time with what they were describing in
their interviews in 2001 for this study. The comparison of the 1993 survey responses with
the ways in which collegiality was talked about in their interviews confirmed that certain
‘perceptions, sensitivities, embodied understandings and underlying assumptions’ (Wenger,
1998, p.47) have been long held and had become a tradition, not questioned until the final
focus group meeting in September 2003 when participants determined that collegiality had
a limited life in its original form. The following comments were elicited through the 1993
questionnaire in response to the question: How do you define the collegial group?

304

•

A group with shared affinity for the wider aspects of school
education in its manifold manifestations. It involved respect, trust,
confidence and friendship. (Anton, 1993)

•

A group of professionals who share experiences, knowledge and
skills, and talk education and who are mutually supportive. (Melba,
1993)

•

A group with a common interest; sharing ideas, expertise to promote
the interest/achievement of goals of the group. (James 1993)

•

It’s developed by a number of people who are open, friendly,
supportive, comfortable and cooperative with each other. A collegial
group listens to, is receptive to, is patient with, and displays a warm,
caring and sharing relationship with each other. (Paul 1993)

•

Together
Each
Achieves
More. (Roland, 1993)

The analysis of the participants’ interviews conducted in 2001 indicated that they were still
using the same descriptors, such as ‘sharing’, ‘caring’, ‘common interest’, ‘trust’,
‘confidence’ and ‘friendship’ as tangible expressions of the idea or quality of collegiality.
However it became apparent that, while collegial was still used to describe our later
incarnation, some referred to it in terms of the past, rather than the present conditions. This
comment from Jeanette fixes her description firmly in the era of her professional life from
which she had retired in 1990, yet she still mentions her pride in the present group.
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I can only say that I think belonging to that collegial group has been one of
the best things that happened to me in my teaching in New South Wales and
I feel really proud of the group. (Jeanette, Interview, 6 February 2002)
Anton, who had been retired for ten years at the time of his interview, no longer saw the
group as having a professional focus. He said:
I call them a collegial group meeting but I don’t think about it like that
anymore. It is just an opportunity for all these really good people that we get
on so well with on a personal basis, to get together again. It’s certainly in a
different incarnation. (Anton, Interview, 14 May 2001)
It is not surprising that we held positive and nostalgic memories about our early and
ongoing operation. Data from interviews, stories, participant diaries, faxes and my
observations of group activities confirm that we were missionary in our commitment to
sharing our model of collegiality with others, such as in our principals’ organisations. We
were successfully operating in a collegial group and critiqued the concept as worth
fostering, (perhaps thinking it to be, as Little (1990) suggests, ideologically sanguine). This
attitude was still obvious at the first focus group that I convened on July 8, 2001 to consult
with the group about their involvement in the doctoral research. The video of that activity
reveals that they were enthusiastic about collegiality. They were very eager to have our
story told, describing it as if it were a unique, holistic, static experience that had lasted.
As the study progressed, I came to recognise this enduring contradictory reference by
participants to collegiality as if it were an ideal type from the past but as if it also still
existed in the group. Clearly something still existed but was it the same as it had been in the
past? I was certainly observing shifting meanings of collegiality in the way the individuals
in the group related to each on social occasions or during focus group meetings for this
research. These changes were mostly subtle, unstated and possibly unrecognized by the
participants. For example, participants talked when others had the floor or pontificated in
ways that would not have been acceptable in the past. I realised that I needed to find out if
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participants really believed there were sustainable aspects of collegiality that were still
operating and how they differed from their nostalgic memories of it. My references to
artefacts, such as videos and diaries of our activities and faxes between us over time, were
particularly helpful for retracing practices and dialogue between the members. When this
method was used in conjunction with focus group discussion or individual interview
clarifications it was a concrete way of showing that changes had occurred in the way the
group acted out their collegiality. For example, the long-held view that, ‘we would never
miss a meeting’ was not born out by the later diary entries and faxes, and the myth that ‘we
never interrupt a colleague when they are speaking’ (Paul, Focus group, 7 September 2003)
was easily refuted by reviewing the video tape of the final focus group.
At the commencement of this study I too shared the image of collegiality as being an
unchanged entity. As this long-held and cherished belief was challenged by my researcher
observations of the social dialogue of participants I had some feelings of sadness. For
example, at the second focus group meeting in September 2001 when participants were
observing the group’s photographic collection their comments showed that group culture,
behaviour and attitudes had changed (see Chapter Three 3.6.2). Once-fond icons and
imagery like that of the monkey (discussed in Chapter Five) were recast with comments
such as, ‘I remember when we had that stupid monkey puppet on our backs’ (anonymous).
Some also reinterpreted the original appropriate professional intent captured in some
photographs. An example was a snapshot of a participant giving a group member a stress
relief massage during a group therapy session in 1993. Two participants who were present
at that 1993 session reinterpreted its professional context as a less appropriate image.
I judged it to be too inflammatory to suggest to participants that their behaviours and
attitudes may have altered. I established another way to determine if participants were
aware that the way they usually referred to collegiality was as a homogeneous ideal type
that may not still be operating. I provided a chronology of our group’s history as a basis of
discussion prior to the final focus group meeting. I tracked this chronology of our events
through documents, and artifacts and allowed the triangulation of evidence to
demythologise and challenge our thinking in a ten-page pre-reading activity prior to the
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final focus group discussion (see Appendix 7). The chronology, supported by overhead
transparencies of particular faxes from the group’s archival collection, revealed some
obvious changes over time that could both challenge the perception of the continuous
operation of the ideal type and also act as demarcations of stages of the group. Participants
were reminded of events, and assertions were based on those events. In the following, for
example, at one particular point of our operations we defined collegiality not in terms of
support for our own learning and welfare but in terms of a marketable commodity:
1995 - Discussions on our purpose, our identity and a possible outreach role
to other principals for their welfare and professional development: Listing of
our collective talents to see what we had to share. Significant questions
challenged the group’s traditional goal of assisting each other in our own
professional development. These questions included, ‘Are we marketable?
Do we change our direction and character? Should we have a name and
logo?’. (from the chronology mailed to participants for the Focus Group
Activity, 7 September 2003)
By providing the historical background for the participants and making assertions based on
those data, the participants were both informed and reminded of the specificities of our long
association. The pre-reading and subsequent discussion of my assertions and propositions
at the final focus group challenged some stereotypes that may have been interfering with
how we could think or speak about collegiality. It certainly sharpened our memory. I asked
participants to revisit our archival sources (many of which they had supplied in the call for
artefacts at the first focus group meeting) in order to glean information that would sharpen
our tendency to respond nostalgically. This strategy allowed participants to probe more
deeply into the concept of collegiality and consider how it may have been adapted
throughout various stages of the collegial group. Strategic assertions were postulated two
weeks before the final focus group to:

•

remind participants of our history;

•

inform and update the group on my findings;
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•

evoke deep thinking and informed discussion at the forthcoming
focus group meeting;

•

help determine the participants’ long-term experience of collegiality
and stages of the collegial group.

From the reactions of the participants at this final focus group it was obvious that they had
undertaken thoughtful reflection of the assertions and the attached chronology prior to the
meeting. Some had written notes and made changes to which they referred during the
discussion and returned to me as points of clarification after the session (see for example
hand-written amendments on Appendix 7). I accepted all of the amendments and
clarifications except those that could be refuted by artefacts (such as the comment that: the
southern group was too small to continue in 1989 when photos and course attendance lists
showed it was larger than the northern team, or the comment that we had only two retreats
to Bundanoon when faxes revealed we had organised our own return to Bundanoon two
years after the PDP).
This final focus group was an intensive workshop (see presenter notes and overheads in
Appendix 15). The participants had previously examined the indicators of group stages,
which I had analysed from various sources of data, including the course guidelines,
participants’ interviews, participant observation and group archival faxes. They agreed with
my assertions accompanying the chronology of our history that four stages of collegiality
were identifiable in our group’s practice. Such markers included both obvious and gradual
changes of structures, attitudes/behaviours and group culture. An obvious example of
demarcation was a structural change that moved us from stage one to stage two, when the
course finished and the groups amalgamated. An example of a more gradual change was
the introduction of the fax machine that reduced the need for face-to-face or telephone
communication and allowed a survey-like, less personal interaction.
After discussing and amending the descriptions of our group’s history, the participants
made a significant agreement that guided the rest of the study. They agreed that stage one,
when we were involved in the actual course, was the period to which they usually referred
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when describing the ideal collegiality. I thereafter had a benchmark against which I could
infer and describe an ideal type, compare its conditions through stages of the group, and
demonstrate what aspects of it were sustainable.
By the conclusion of the final focus group the participants had clarified my analysis of data
from all collegial group members and from all other sources that:
•

our experience of collegiality was defined by structural
attitudinal/behavioural and cultural conditions;

•

there were four recognisable stages in the life of the group;

•

we were united by our growth in stage one.

The overall understanding that came from the final focus group was that the most powerful
reference to collegiality, and most dearly-held reflection was indeed embedded in the early
stages of our triad/group operation (as depicted in Chapter Five) when we were vulnerable
and insecure as neophyte principals. This referred to the time of significant learning when
we were united by our growth in the 1987-88 PDP course, and it also overlapped into the
early time of our amalgamation. Accepting that there was an ideal type was therefore of
major significance for depicting it and allowing further definition and meaning to emerge.
A common theme that occurred throughout the interviews was reaffirmed at the final focus
group. When we agreed with comments such as ‘collegiality was taught to us by the PDP’
(Paul, Focus group, 7 September 2003) we meant that the PDP structure had subtly
inculcated certain conditions into us that underpinned the establishment and maintenance of
collegiality. Thus the PDP had influenced the way we thought about collegiality. For
example, PDP supports such as facilitators, time and specific techniques were mentioned as
ways that the course built our capacity to be collaborative individuals, and group members.
These structures enabled the behaviours and attitudes required to maintain our operational
culture and our ongoing professional development focus. Thus the participants’
understanding of collegiality was linked to the way the PDP had structured it. This
understanding led to my designing the model of the umbrella as a representation of the
PDP’s support for collegial learning (see Chapter Five, Figure 5.2). The metaphor of an
umbrella was one of a protective device. It was chosen as an image that represented the
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way participants spoke about support, protection and vulnerability. It signifies collegial
support for the vulnerable learner, and protection during the collegial learning processes.
This metaphor was in agreement with my own observation of collegiality as a participant in
the PDP. My perception was that I understood collegiality in the way the PDP framed it.
The course assured me that collegiality was an acceptable way to operate. The course
structure allowed me to trust that the System and my colleagues would see me through my
times of insecurity as a novice. Participants agreed with this perception in their
questionnaires and interviews. The course structure gave us the impression that the System
trusted us. But, in addition, it was because the other participants also accepted the PDP
concept of collegiality that we could trust each other as well. Protected by the promise of
the course collegial structures, we allowed ourselves to be vulnerable learners, following
rules, being critically honest and taking risks as we dealt with the complexities and
insecurities common to neophyte principals. Without being able to trust the course and our
collegial peers, we would have felt too vulnerable to be honest about our real problems,
dreams and achievements.
While the tendency throughout the focus groups and interviews was to refer to collegiality
in association with a halcyon time that I will describe as the ideal type, participants also
strongly believed that the concept continued, sustaining the group through the times of
varying purposes that were identified in the historical chronology. This supported my
argument that collegiality continued but had various incarnations. Collegiality therefore
encompassed and surpassed our official participation in the PDP, continuing to permeate, in
various forms, all stages of the group’s operation.

7.3 Conditions that Underpinned the Establishment and Maintenance of
Collegiality in the PDP Course
Two months prior to the final focus group, when participants were sent a list of proposed
conditions of collegiality categorised into ‘structural’, ‘attitudinal/behavioural’ and
‘climate/cultural’ areas, I was aware that there were other ways in which the salient
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features of collegiality might be grouped. Some comparative groupings that were consulted
included Little’s (1982) four behaviours, Hossler’s (2000) five factors, and the PAL
Program’s three domains (Barnett, 1985; 1987). All had similarities but none were entirely
similar to this case.
When I determined that the categories of structural, attitudinal/behavioural and
climate/cultural best suited the emerging themes of collegial conditions, the survey to
participants on the first draft under these headings was intended as stimulus material. I
sought agreement from the participants and guidance on further refinement (see again
Appendix 6). The inclusions were, however, couched in language that proved to be
unhelpful for the participants, although productive for discussion. My forcing of the themes
into concepts beginning with the letters ‘co’ was a stylised device for a colloquium
presentation to another audience. It was inappropriate for the case study participants as it
obstructed them from interacting with the meaning without face-to-face discussion. After
individual discussion with participants I acknowledged that the inclusions and definitions
were unnecessarily convoluted. While they had been postulated from my analysis of
questionnaires, stories and interviews and supported by participant observation and data
from the PDP, they did not adequately reflect the specific language of the participants. I
redrafted the table to include their suggestions, modifications and my progressive coding of
the ideas after the clarification exercises.
What was achieved from these individual conversations was that groupings under the
headings of ‘Structural’, ‘Attitudinal/Behavioural’ and ‘Cultural’, without the inclusion of
‘Climate’, were an acceptable way to categorise the conditions. Some participants believed
that conditions could be generalised to assist others in the pursuit of collegial peer support
and that these should be promoted as rules or recipes for successfully achieving
collegiality. Equally, others argued that these conditions may be products of their social
time, peculiar to a specific course, particular personalities and a pedagogical philosophy,
and as such might not be replicated in other groups. These differing views show the need
for further case studies in the search for clarification of the conditions of collegiality.
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An amended version of the provisional table was designed and shown at the final focus
group (see Appendix 16). It was emphasised at the focus group that the lists, under the
headings of structural, behavioural/attitudinal and cultural, were not meant to be
exhaustive. My categorisation required judgment as some conditions could be both separate
and linked, or at least overlap more than one category. They were, however, representative
of the group’s dialogue. Some conditions were included because they were specifically
referred to in interviews and questionnaires and some were inferred from analysis of data
from multiple sources, including artefact faxes. I argued that inclusions such as ‘trust’,
‘honesty’, and ‘confidentiality’ regularly appeared as their words in the data while others
like ‘an inbuilt audience’ or ‘courtesy; or ‘condoned complexity’ were inferred from it.
It was not intended that participants address the appropriateness of each inclusion or the
category placement of each condition at the focus group. The main clarification sought was
that:
•

there were conditions that underpinned the PDP support features;

•

it was appropriate to list conditions under the categories of
‘structural’, ‘behavioural/attitudinal’ and ‘cultural’;

•

these categories of conditions developed and maintained collegiality.

I further argued that:
•

the table of conditions were associated with the ideal type in stage
one; and

•

these conditions would become less obvious in our operations as I
applied them to the stages of the group from our chronology.

The complexity of this intention was not well communicated. There was not enough
time or interest shown by the focus group in discussing the changed list of inclusions or
the fact that these might be further changed. However, according to the analysis of
participant responses from the video taping of the session, I concluded that there was
agreement with my general direction based on the following:
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•

As they had accepted my chronology and assertions for each stage of
the collegial group it would be relatively easy for me to map which
conditions were not operating in each stage;

•

The inclusions had been analysed from themes taken from their
questionnaires, interviews, stories, course materials, my observations
and follow up clarifications, thus further analysis by participants was
not necessary;

•

The original list ‘had too much jargon and the new one has been
simplified’(Jason);

•

There could be prolonged ‘nit picking’ (Ward) over, for example,
whether a condition was more appropriately listed as a behaviour or
as a cultural condition;

•

It was legitimate for me as the researcher to refine the list as my
thinking about the concept developed through familiarity with all of
the sources of data.

Once this was established, the changing meaning of collegiality and its sustainable
elements could be further investigated. The final version of the conditions that developed
and maintained collegiality now appears in Table 7.1 and will hereafter be used as a
reference template for further tables appearing in the discussion (see Tables 7.5, 7.6, 7.7).
By listing these conditions in relation to the group’s stages I have demonstrated the pattern
emerging from, for example, the archival faxes, and have shown that many of the
conditions disappeared over time.
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Table 7.1: The conditions of collegiality experienced by the Metropolitan East
participants during the PDP course, from 1987 to 1988
A) Structural conditions

B) Attitudinal/behavioural

C) Cultural conditions

conditions
Counselling from facilitator at

Collaboration

Comradeship/fellowship

Coordination of collegial groups

Cooperation

Congeniality

Consultancy at residentials & if

Confidentiality

Equality

Design of course activities

Commitment

Friendship

Selection of coequal cohort

Risk taking

Condoned complexity

Provision of time-out to think

Competence

Non-threatening support

We agree/ I agree commitments

Courage

A safe welcoming community

Experience and background of

Constancy

Valued conversation

Determination

Conceptual coherence

site

requested, at school

cohort
System trust and support (DIs,
RDE)

18

Available continuous

(leadership relevant to site)
Consideration of others

Non-competitive comparison

Activities away from school

Empathy/compassion/concern

Cognitive conflict/congruence

An inbuilt audience

Confidence

Cohesiveness and connectedness

Legitimatised problem-solving

Courtesy/respect

Shared leadership

Strategies for evaluation of

Reflective listening

Change agency

Professionalism

Stress release, fun, enjoyment,

communication

growth
Expectation of deep questioning

frivolity
Clear ground rules

Trust/loyalty/critical honesty

Sharing/celebrating/reflecting

System approval of the role of

Giving back

Problem-solving

Rule consensus

Valued individual growth

Non-competition

Valued group maintenance

Change agency

18

The DIs were the district inspectors, the RDE was the NSWDE Regional Director of Education,

Metropolitan East Region
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7.3.1 Structural conditions
When the participants were asked at the final focus group to consider the categories for the
grouping of the conditions of collegiality they readily acknowledged the relevance of the
category of ‘structural’ conditions, agreeing that the course ‘supports’ provided the
framework for the entire program and its processes. The category matched with their
understanding of the PDP course provisions and expectations as revealed in the following
discussion of the structural conditions listed in Table 7.2.
Table 7.2: The structural conditions of collegiality experienced by the Metropolitan
East participants during the PDP course, from 1987 to 1988
Structural conditions
Counselling from facilitator at site
Coordination of collegial groups
Consultancy at residentials & if requested, at school
Design of course activities
Selection of coequal cohort
Provision of time-out to think
We agree/ I agree commitments
Experience and background of cohort
System trust and support (DIs, RDE)
Available continuous communication
Activities away from school
An inbuilt audience
Legitimatised problem-solving
Strategies for evaluation of growth
Expectation of deep questioning
Clear ground rules
System approval of the role of change agency
Note. Reproduced from Table 7.1
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The participants often indicated in their interviews and focus groups that the structural
conditions of the course represented the approval of the System for the unprecedented use
of time allocated to them for their learning, collegial meetings and reflection. They cited the
visible imprimatur of their facilitators, inspectors and the regional director as evidence of
Departmental trust. The uncharacteristic approval for principals to operate as change
agents, active experimenters and problem solvers in their schools needs to be seen in
relation to the context in which the thirteen participants had been socialised prior to the
PDP. Far from being characteristic of a bureaucratic culture in which competitive, insular
modes of operation were the norm, these structural conditions promoted collegial learning
environments.
The advice of participants after the survey of the draft list of collegial conditions was to
simplify many of the terms prior to the September 2003 focus group meeting. One
inclusion retained from the original list was the condition of ‘co-equal cohort.’ This was
one of the few conditions that the participants wished to discuss. Veronica for example,
who was held in high regard by other group members, stated that: ‘I never felt a co-equal. It
was a humbling experience working with all of you; I learnt so much from the different
ways you all worked; it opened my eyes.’ Jason believed the term was ‘jargon’, but stated
that, ‘if it is defined as professionally equal, I agree with its inclusion.’ However all agreed
that it was a good strategy for the course to select a cohort of neophyte principals to support
each other. As Ward commented, ‘there was no place for competition between us, no ego to
worry about. We just listened to each other.’ Jennie maintained that, ‘we respected each
other’s talents.’ There was general acceptance of Paul’s comment from his 1993
questionnaire that, ‘we had an interchange of ideas and educational philosophy on an equal
footing.’
The inclusion of ‘communication’ under the structural heading was readily accepted as an
important condition of collegiality. The group agreed that there is a need to structure
continuous communication and an inbuilt audience into collegial operations. Participants
saw these conditions as a reprieve from the loneliness of the job and the isolation of not
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always being able to share certain problems at the school. This was also obvious in other
sources of data such as their interviews and their 1993 questionnaires. Perhaps we were
used to performing, or at least experienced with having an audience (see snapshots of our
professional profile Chapter Five, Table 5.5). Our ability to break down our protective
walls and expose our insecurities, talents and dreams seemed to have been easier for us than
for others. As already addressed, the South Coast cohort was not as trusting of the structural
conditions and did not embrace the collegial model with as much enthusiasm.
This raises the argument that the group was made up of individuals with a precondition for
collaborative and collegial operational structures. Collectively we represented a critical
mass of change agents, experienced in process consultancy with competence in reflective
listening. The data on our learning and operational styles revealed that the majority had a
preferences for collective operation with many of us categorized as active experimenters
and socially oriented extraverts (see Chapter Five). Add these dimensions to the fact that
we admired our facilitators’ collegial operational styles and admired each other’s talents
and it is safe to assume we were well placed to gel as a group who welcomed a
collaborative structure. We appeared to be people who were secure enough to trust each
other.
The perception of Regional support fostered by the structural conditions seems to have
been central to our acceptance that we had the right to be change agents. Participants
believed that the Department fully sanctioned our learning risks allowing us to openly
revealing our mistakes as learning not as weakness. This was a significant condition for
establishing trust. It should be noted that this was atypical in our experience because while
the PDP fostered risk-taking and problem solving, a competitive inspectorial system still
existed where weaknesses were seen as reasons not to promote people. As many of us were
still to be inspected for our list four19 it was an achievement for principals to trust each

19

Candidates who were deemed suitable after an inspection to occupy the position of principal, were placed
on Lists Three and List Four. Primary principals who wished to lead large first class schools, needed to be
inspected for list 4. Vacancies for such principals’ positions were filled by appointing the next most senior
person from the names on the fourth list.
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other, to acknowledge weaknesses and to support others as equals, not as competitors in
professional growth. The following quotes attest to this:
It was clear to me from the beginning that I was with a group of people with
whom I felt at ease. The facilitators were essential to the group’s success.
Jean assured us that the Department of Education was supportive. Milton
always provided input when asked. (Anton, 1993)
We learnt tolerance, patience and listening skills. I think we all probably feel
listened-to in the group especially in the initial stages when we were
conditioned to listen to everyone’s problems and give them time without
interruption. It made us very sensitive to the needs of others. (Paul, 1993)
I liked Milton’s easy style and the format of problem-solving sessions when
we met. We have lasted so long because of the nature of the people involved,
the expectation of utmost confidentiality, the venues, the genuine feeling of
acceptance and welcome. The fact that most of us are not out to impress but
rather to enjoy the interaction and support of one another. What this group
provides that you can’t get from other principals’ organisations is friendship,
confidentiality, acceptance and support. The knowledge that you can discuss
any matters/problems with colleagues and get valuable and valued, nonbiased advice back… (Andonia, 1993)
7.3.2 Attitudinal and behavioural conditions of collegiality
Attitudinal and behavioural categories incorporated the conditions that enabled participants
to act collegially towards each other, or as I stated in my survey on the draft conditions,
‘what we had to believe and do to make it work.’ These not only included the way we
behaved towards members of the collegial group but also the attitudes we displayed toward
collegiality in our learning, our schools and our profession. Specific attitudinal and
behavioural factors that were conducive to collegiality were implied by the structural
conditions and were associated with a perceived licence to be vulnerable. There was no
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doubt among the participants that all of the inclusions in this section had some connection
with the expectations of the PDP and the privilege they felt in being involved in a unique
course. Jean Koshemakin called this, ‘an attitude of professionalism that permeated the
group’ (Koshemakin, Interview, 14 March 2002). Jennie sums this up in the following: ‘We
were very aware that we had privilege, and we respected it and we nurtured it and ended up
treasuring it, because it was invaluable.’ (Jennie, Interview, 7 February 2002).
Table 7.3: The attitudinal/behavioural conditions of collegiality experienced by the
Metropolitan East participants during the PDP course, from 1987 to 1988
Attitudinal/behavioural conditions
Collaboration
Cooperation
Confidentiality
Commitment
Risk taking
Competence
Courage
Constancy
Determination
Consideration of others
Empathy/compassion/concern
Confidence
Courtesy/respect
Reflective listening
Professionalism
Trust/loyalty/critical honesty
Giving back
Rule consensus
Non-competition
Note. Reproduced from Table 7.1.
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The words used by the Metropolitan East principals in interviews and questionnaires to
describe their behaviours and attitudes included ‘confidentiality’, ‘non-competitiveness’,
‘trust’, ‘loyalty’ and ‘honesty.’ A selection of such attitudes and behaviours appear in Table
7.3. I argued at the final focus group that our operation in the early years indicated that we
had an empathy with the needs of others. Participants maintained that it was an adherence
to rules that achieved the desired collegial attitude and behaviours intended by the PDP
course. They also agreed that we showed aptitude and skill in implementing these practices.
Other inclusions such as ‘courage’ and ‘critical honesty’ have been inferred from
descriptions of the problems participants recalled sharing in triads and dyads. Those
involved in these interactions ensured that individual vulnerability was protected and
collegiality was maintained. The willingness of the principals to submit and commit to this
type of involvement showed that we not only had the protection from the course supports
but that we had a predisposition to this way of operating. As an example there was an
expectation of deep questioning in the structural conditions which could not have worked
without such attitudes and behaviours as trust, loyalty and critical honesty.
It is interesting to note that participants displayed these attitudes and behaviours with or
without facilitators and that this occurred very soon after the completion of the residential
phases of the PDP. Jean Koshemakin acknowledged this as follows:
The principals were sufficiently self-motivated to keep the momentum
going. They always had something to discuss of some significance. The
thing I really remember was they were always willing to listen to the person
who had the greatest problems and help come up with solutions and perhaps
be a shoulder to cry on, maybe, but the tolerance level at those meetings in
the boatshed was quite outstanding. I thought the professional collegiality
was outstanding and I don’t think it mattered whether I was there or whether
I wasn’t or whether Ros was there or whether she wasn’t. (Koshemakin,
Interview, 14 March 2002)
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7.3.3 Cultural Conditions of Collegiality
The structural conditions that built collegiality may have been set by the supports of the
PDP course and perpetuated by specific behaviours and attitudes but they were cemented
by the practices of the collegial group/s. Unlike much of the literature on collaboration
which assumes that teams work for a joint goal, the artefacts of this group show that
individuals collaborated as a team not to achieve a joint outcome (other than the
continuation of the group and its norms) but were united to solve, evaluate or celebrate the
growth of individuals around their own identified issues. The feature most often mentioned
in participant interviews and stories was the support received for personal and professional
visions and problems. In other words a culture existed whereby collegiality could be
enacted as group support for individual issues. Roland’s point reflects this culture: ‘I found
collegial and professional friendship in the group. A place where plans could be formulated
and shared and tried, a lot of critical friendship and a way to unwind without fear of being
thought to be inferior’ (Roland, Interview, 19 February 2001).
Participants specifically and frequently used the words ‘non-competitive comparison,’
‘equality’, ‘friendship’, ‘conversation’, ‘problem solving’, ‘stress release’, ‘welcoming
environment’, ‘safety’ and ‘fun’ when describing the way they felt about collegial group
practice. These descriptors were used in their interviews, archival questionnaires and focus
group conversations. The conditions of ‘change agency’ and ‘non-threatening support’ have
been inferred from their stories, surveys and participant observations of the way the group
operates (see Table 7.4). Many of the participants were recognised in their schools as
change agents (see Chapter Five, Table 5.4) and their reflective interviews show that some
were experiencing resistance to their change agency. They describe the welcoming
environment provided by their collegial group as a place to safely reflect upon their
strategies, their style of change agency and to seek non-threatening advice. Ward described
it as an environment where, ‘you could sound off and get supportive strategies at the same
time.’ (Ward, Interview, 18 July 2002). As with other conditions identified in Table 7.1, the
cultural conditions also supplemented, and overlapped the other structural and
attitudinal/behavioural conditions.
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Table 7.4: The cultural conditions of collegiality experienced by the Metropolitan East
participants during the PDP course, from 1987 to 1988
Cultural conditions
Comradeship/fellowship
Congeniality
Equality
Friendship
Condoned complexity
Non-threatening support
A safe welcoming community
Valued conversation
Conceptual coherence (leadership relevant to site)
Non-competitive comparison
Cognitive conflict/congruence
Cohesiveness and connectedness
Shared leadership
Change agency
Stress release, fun, enjoyment, frivolity
Sharing/celebrating/reflecting
Problem-solving
Valued individual growth
Valued group maintenance
Note. Reproduced from Table 7.1.

The cultural conditions represent the explicit and the tacit practices of this community
Wenger (1998). Analysis of participants’ interviews, questionnaires and stories indicated
that the cultural conditions not only helped to build collegiality but most often characterised
its sustainable elements, those that continued throughout their seventeen-year history.
These included concepts such as ‘sharing’, ‘celebrating’, ‘friendship’ and ‘conversation’.
While intrinsically intertwined with the other conditions to develop collegiality, they also
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represent what was retained beyond the development stages when professional issues
became more of a fond memory.

7.4 The Limited Life of Collegiality in the Form of its Ideal Type
The concept of ‘unity through growth’ synthesized my thinking on how the participants
utilised the structural, attitudinal/behavioural and cultural conditions to create the
collegiality they described. The meaning of coadunation allowed me to refine a model of
the ideal type that both encapsulated the participants’ view that they were taught how to be
collegial and that they also made it happen (see Figure 7.2). These were dynamic people,
not just passive recipients of the PDP philosophy, and the concept of coadunation provided
an active description that made sense of the way participants talked about the ideal type as
if they helped to create it. In Jason’s story for example, he said of the PDP course, ‘I don’t
recall much (if any) emphasis on collegiality’ (see Chapter Six, 6.2.1), which I interpreted
as meaning that he believed the people in the group created collegiality. He certainly did
not believe that rules were overtly set or consciously agreed to. Other participants implied
in their interviews and focus group discussions that a deliberate shaping of behaviours and
attitudes was operating and that they were both accepting of it, and happy to model it. This
does not mean that rules were stated, but that the framework of the PDP subtly structured
the ways to behave.
This suggested that the preliminary model that I designed to represent the process of
collegiality in Figure 7.1 did not represent the way they implied a channelling of conditions
to arrive at a particular outcome (albeit unconsciously for Jason). After further analysis of
this meaning, the triangular representation in Figure 7.1 was changed and a model that
depicts a funnelling or channelling of conditions was designed to more accurately represent
both the input of the collegial conditions and the way the participants, united by their
growth, interpreted and maintained collegiality (see Figure 7.2). In both depictions (Figure
7.1 and Figure 7.2) it is the essence of coadunation that represents the composite perception
of collegiality for the individuals in this study. Coadunation is the benchmark for
collegiality in its ideal type and it operated around professional and personal growth in
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stage one. From this ideal type, all other stages of the collegial group can now be plotted
and assessed.
The synthesis of the participants’ memories was that coadunation fuelled excitement and
zest for collegiality and that motivation stemmed from the course structure, from the
attitudes and behaviours of the people and from the culture of the collegial group. It was the
uniting of the individuals in social learning teams around their personal and professional
growth that participants saw as the culmination of the conditions of collegiality. This
happened mostly in triads and collegial group activities

Figure 7.2: A model of collegiality as experienced by PDP participants, expressed as
an ideal type
I shared the model of the ideal type with three of the participants (Jason, Roland and
Veronica) to gauge their reaction to this depiction. They responded positively to its
encapsulation of the concepts involved in their experience with collegiality. They agreed
that it was only associated with the earlier stages of the collegial group. Veronica compared
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it to an example of Frankl’s IODE model of learning (input, organisation, demonstration
and expression), a model she knew well from her days as a curriculum consultant.
It is no longer difficult for me in the role of researcher to observe that collegiality in its
ideal type no longer operates in our collegial group. However, collegiality is still operating,
depending on how it is defined. Participants acknowledge the changed circumstances of the
group in the conversations at our now, mostly social, meetings. Their stories and
reminiscences indicate that members (the last of whom retired from principalship in March
2005) have moved on to other interests and even new careers. Many have built on the skills
from their principalships. Yet as expressed elsewhere in this study, they regularly enshrine
the essence of collegiality as a thread woven into the longevity of the group’s activities and
its members’ behaviours. My observation of what survives in the group that they still call
collegiality is qualitatively different in character to that which this study has depicted in the
model of the ideal type. It has been demonstrated in Chapter Five and from the participants’
stories that coadunation around adult learning occurred through the uniqueness of the PDP
course (see Figure 5.2). This was when the groups operated as two separate but connected
teams. The following discussion on the stages of the group shows that while there was an
overlap of the ideal type into stage two of the collegial group’s operation, such intensity
could not be maintained over time as principals solved their settlement problems, moved on
from their needs as neophytes and implemented their visions with confidence.
To understand how collegiality changed in intensity over time required retracing the
group’s journey that allowed a changing picture of the concept of collegiality to emerge. As
previously outlined, to depict such a journey I drafted postulations and descriptors of the
various stages from the historical data sources including PDP records, participant diaries
and faxes and circulated a chronology of the group’s history to the collegial group. We then
undertook an I agree process at the final focus group meeting and the results from the
modification of my drafts were circulated to those unable to be present for their input.
While it was a more formal and extensive method than that used for past group decision
making and problem solving it still utilised the familiar process of weighing postulations
against known sources and honing concepts to the point of expressing them as a view to
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which we could commit. The results of this process identified the following descriptors for
each stage.
•

Stage one - coadunation, from 1987 to 1989 (the ideal type);

•

Stage two - amalgamation and consolidation, from 1989 to 1993;

•

Stage three - demonstration, celebration and diversification, from 1993 to 1996;

•

Stage four - congeniality and nostalgia, from 1996 onwards.

7.4.1 Stage one of the collegial group, from 1987 to 1989: Coadunation
Stage one symbolised a safe and supportive space where we could speak about our
vulnerabilities with colleagues of similar status and background in ways we could not share
with our own staff, with other more experienced colleagues or in some cases, with our
families. It was a time when we were united by our growth. The beginnings of stage one
can be traced from the historical documents of the commitment meeting for the PDP. It
dovetailed into stage two with the amalgamation of the two groups (see Chapter Five).
It should be recalled that this incorporated a time of great anxiety when the NSWDE
became the NSWDSE (New South Wales Department of School Education), devolving
many previously centralised practices to the school. This period of educational reform was
driven by a serious economic recession. According to Barcan (1996), the reform was
motivated by economists, politicians and Ministries rather than from Departmental
bureaucracies. Participants (with the exception of Veronica) maintained that devolution and
school-based management were generally embraced by us as opportunities for growth. The
following propositions were analysed from the chronology of our history depicting this
time, which was during the official twelve months of the PDP Course. The participants
received these propositions prior to the final focus group and after clarifications and
amendments at the September 2003 focus group they agreed that these and many other
assertions (see full list of assertions 1.1-1.24 in Appendix 7) operated in stage one of the
group:
•

It was a unique experience in our teaching careers;

•

It was the most significant professional and personal leadership
development during our careers;
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•

We felt recognised as high profile talented teachers and capable
leaders;

•

We learnt to leave the ego at the door (a saying of Milton’s);

•

The peer support, confidentiality, and non-competitive environment
fostered a sounding-board to bounce off our ideas and dreams;

•

We were a group of coequals who allowed individuals to solve their
own problems and not give them the solutions;

•

We soon realised that the collegial concept could not work in a
hierarchical climate;

•

Professional talk helped us develop professionally, comparing
approaches and solutions;

•

Social and personal talk gave us encouragement and reassurance;

•

We felt that we had a platform for risk taking and change agency;

•

We didn’t threaten anyone by being performers; our talents were
acceptable and appreciated;

•

We were not alone in our professional and personal problems;

•

Some of us used the group for emotional support (domestic and
health);

•

we slowly realised we were developing as co-equals not as mentors
for each other;

•

No one person was the leader of either of the two groups;

•

Domineering aspects of behaviour were modified by commitment to
the collegial concept of support for others’ learning;

•

It was a time when we enthusiastically promoted the collegial
concept with other principal colleagues;

•

The personalities of the two groups created an energy for
continuation into stage two (from focus group deliberations, 7
September 2003)

The interviews and participant observations over a long period show that coadunation was
evident at this time in the way individuals listened to each other and valued the growth of
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each person in the team. They regularly reported the fact that they felt listened-to and that
their individual growth was important to others. While we all believe we were nonjudgemental, this did not mean we were uncritical of each other or dishonest in our
feedback. This is inferred in Jeanette’s reference to this stage when she said: ‘The sharing
of experiences, problem solving and the bonds that were created, profoundly influenced
those strong enough to take it’ (from Jeanette’s story, 27 March 2004).
This was not about a group remaining congenial enough to collaborate for the achievement
of one goal, it was about supporting each person to achieve her/his own goal/s. It seems as
neophytes we were inner-directed in our learning needs at this time and perhaps, as the
stories in Chapter Six reveal, a group goal would have been an imposition on our time of
intensely personal growth. If any collaborative group goal existed it was to be collegial.
This becomes more apparent after stage one when the desire to sustain the team and
maintain collegiality emerged after the official PDP course concluded.
It is my contention from all of the evidence and from what others have found (Duignan &
MacPherson, 1992; Dussault & Barnett, 1996) that while we were very experienced
educators in stage one, we were new to the principalship and we desired adult learning
relevant to our needs. We needed peers at the same level to bounce our ideas off, and we
needed them to be interested in what we had planned and how it turned out. James’
comment about his triad illustrates how this worked:
For me it was mainly having a couple of people in particular, as professional
sounding boards, who were basically non-judgmental but supportive, that
you could talk over issues with and ideas that you might have. (James,
Interview, 2001)
Anton summed up the pragmatic climate of the group in this phase. He highlights the fact
that we were confident educators who brought many skills to the collegial group and that
we appreciated the opportunity the PDP gave us to tailor our learning to our own needs.
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Without the culture that operated at this stage, this comment would seem to be a selfish
pursuit.
We had been around the traps an awfully long time. We had a lot to do with
different types of groups; we had a lot to do with the bureaucracy of the
Department. Those things were not new to us at all. We wanted to solve our
own problems, at our own levels, in our own schools. (Anton, Interview, 14
May 2001)
The discussion of the propositions put to participants before the final focus group indicated
that they strongly believed it was the unity of the collegial group that supported each
individual in navigating our way through the heady times of departmental reculturing. The
culture of the group allowed us to undertake deep learning and offered protection to safely
talk about our achievements in a climate of acceptance. It gave us a place to be foolish as
well as a place to shine.
7.4.2 Stage two of the collegial group, from 1989 to 1993: Amalgamation and
consolidation
As previously mentioned in Chapter Three, I have maintained an archival collection of the
group’s memorabilia, documents and icons over many years. Participants further added to
the artefacts at various times throughout the study, donating their annotated photographs,
faxes, term planner calendars and diaries to be maintained and utilised in the research. This
was a rich source of evidence that allowed me to document the chronology of the group’s
history. The information from archival documents, when matched with references to events
by participants in their interviews, provided a number of characteristics for hypothesising
group stages. Apart from the obvious indicators of the course establishment being the
beginning of stage one and group amalgamation marking the beginning of stage two, each
stage emerged slowly and was depicted by a variety of factors. Stage two was easily
recognised by the official evaluation of the PDP, after which the two groups combined.
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From the analysis of the PDP course evaluation session, participant diaries and interviews, I
posed a number of assertions about stage two and its characteristics. These were issued to
the participants in the ten-page pre-reading package for consideration prior to the final
focus group meeting (see 2.1-2.9 in Appendix 7). At the final focus group the participants
made amendments and added emphasis to the assertions. Their discussions supported the
notion that in this stage they built on their earlier learning from their school-site leadership
experience and the PDP. They suggested that we were more self-assured in our decision
making and able to provide quality input to the wider educational interests of the group. In
stage two the amalgamated group continued to consolidate the professional development of
individuals by providing our own format for our own professional, personal and social
needs.
As noted in Chapter Five, the Regional Director and individual inspectors (who became
known as cluster directors in the 1990 Schools Renewal process) sanctioned this continued
operation after the completion of the official course. Schools Renewal was a product of the
Scott Report (1989; B. Scott, 1990) and as a result of its wide-ranging initiatives, the
management aspects of education were being further devolved to the principal from an
increasingly decentralising system. (Barcan, 1996; Crump, 1993). Participants felt that in
some ways our ability to non-competitively compare each other’s responses to the new
devolved responsibilities at that stage helped our conceptual coherence on leadership and
further united us. This was an extension of coadunation. As well as unity for individual
growth, as in stage one, it was also felt in terms of solidarity for the team, who were finding
less than positive appreciation of the bottom up reforms from our more established
principal colleagues and our union. Examples of the topics discussed at our collegial
meetings in 1990, gleaned from archival faxes and work diary entries of the participants,
revealed the emphasis we were placing on Systemic priorities in that era. They included the
‘Education Reform Bill’, ‘Schools Renewal’, ‘The role of the Principal in the Cluster’,
‘Improving Learning Outcomes for Students in Your School’ and what became our
perennial two favourites in the following years: ‘Collegiality, its Strengths and Why it has
Survived’ and ‘Future Directions.’
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It was harder to make time for collegial meetings in this era as new System responsibilities
demanded the attention of principals. This was a period when the System was endeavouring
to move from a hierarchical inspectorial culture to one where a cluster of schools operated
collegially between themselves and their Director. As Paul’s term-planner calendars20 for
1989 and 1990 reveal, the numbers of other meetings rose sharply for principals as we
participated in Cluster and inter-school professional development activities. Dempster
(2002) records this time as one characterised by the dominance of central reform initiatives
over principals’ learning. Citing McCulla (1994) he states:
The New South Wales Education Reform Act of 1990 tied the bulk of
school-based professional development funds to system and institutional
policies and priorities. This indicates the primacy of the system’s agenda …
and demonstrates that politicians and system leaders are well aware of the
power of professional development in putting government restructuring
policy into place. (p.163)
The participants’ comments at the final focus group meeting suggest that they remember
being happy to foster the corporately-aligned school culture. In retrospect, and probably
naively, we saw it as an extension of our collegial model. We were by then well acquainted
with the style of collegial operation being promoted because of our experience in the PDP.
Many of the principals in this study reported that they were utilised by their cluster
directors to promote awareness and understanding of the approaches. We were enthusiastic
about the flatter model and enjoyed the collaboration but as James recalled:

20

Paul was known for maintaining a large year planner, which he kept folded into four, indicating each term
of the school year. His organisational strategy was to colour code particular activities. All principals’
meetings were coloured in yellow highlighter. Paul contributed seventeen of these annual planners to the data
collection for this study.
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…we often found solace in returning to our collegial meetings where trust
was already established and where being openly critical about aspects of the
reforms had no negative repercussions. (James, Interview, 28 March 2004)

In 1990 the fax machine was introduced into schools for administrative purposes. The
collegial group quickly adopted it as an effective way of communicating, organising
activities and determining opinion. From a perusal of faxes sent at the end of 1990 these
processes were obvious. For example, the organisation of a return residential retreat to
Bundanoon could be traced through four faxes. These indicated our agreement to invite our
previous facilitators Jean Koshemaken and Milton Mercer as presenters, our logistical
arrangements and an evaluation of the event. The agenda was faxed for agreement and
included sessions on self-esteem and on how people learn. The activities related to the role
of the principal as leader in the school with responsibility for student outcomes, curriculum
and the management of Schools Renewal. The emphasis was on pedagogy and it was
evident from Anton’s faxed report to members after the residential that departmental
restructuring was impacting on the group. Anton’s summary of the retreat was: ‘Schools
Renewal is a sham unless we get to improve teaching in the classroom’ (14 November
1990). He further described the residential in a manner that indicated the health of the
collegial concept at that stage. He wrote:
The two days at Bundanoon were excellent. We had some very pertinent
professional input by Milton and Jean and some fine exchanges on a
personal level. If we had any doubts about the viability of the collegial group
they have been dispelled. (Anton, Fax, 14 November 1990, the Collegial
Group’s archives)
The participants in their focus group and ten-page pre-reading clarification exercise,
modified the following descriptors for this stage only slightly from my propositions. There
was some discussion over the influence of the Regional Director’s imprimatur continuing
beyond the official course. Two participants who were unable to attend the focus group
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had, in their written responses, specifically acknowledged Regional Director Alex Scott for
his support. All members of the original southern group agreed with this summation.
However James, who was from the original northern group contested this as being
irrelevant for him. He believed he had the confidence to take risks in establishing his vision
for his school, ‘without the blessing of Alex Scott’. Changes such as these were noted in
the discussion (see annotated amendments to the focus group notes in Appendix 7) and
from the video-and audio-taped record of the final focus group. The changes to my original
assertions are noted in italics as follows:

•

The unity we felt from acceptance of our individual growth led to a
seamless combination of the two groups;

•

The combined group allowed shared leadership, took turns at
organising, took on short-term roles but there was no one leader;

•

We kept the meetings very professional;

•

The approval of the Regional Director, Alex Scott, gave to those of
us who needed it the confidence to continue meeting in school time
after the course requirements had finished;

•

All original problems to be solved had either been solved o r
acknowledged as structural constraints;

•

We expanded the collegial concept from the solving of personal
school problems into more formalised self-organised professional
development activity;

•

The cluster concept helped us promote collegiality with other
principals;

•

We cared about the bigger picture and what was happening in the
system;
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•

We supported each other through the instability of the Metherell
era;21

•

We had become established in our schools and had developed a range
of competencies;

•

The combination of Primary and Secondary and Special Ed. fields
gave us a new breadth;

•

Most of us were invigorated by the new Schools Renewal/SchoolCentred Education programs being undertaken by Brian Scott for the
Department because it fitted with the way we saw ourselves in an
equal collaborative association with a cluster director. It affirmed our
collegial mode of operation in the group as a flat model;

•

A group of thirteen was too large for the intense sharing of stage one.
People could not always get their issue heard in the morning sessions
and would seek out a significant other with whom to discuss their
issue over lunch;

•

In general the most urgent issues were recognised and heard;

•

Something close and personal got lost at this time but was substituted
with something more solid;

•

Stage two was stimulating educationally and socially but not at the
intense level experienced in stage one;

21

Dr Terry Metherell was Minister for Education at a tumultuous time for public education in the late 1980s
and early 1990s. During his ministry 2000 teaching positions were eliminated, new Departmental structures
and systemic reforms were introduced. Funds were devolved to schools, merit selection of principals and
executive was introduced, inspectorates were replaced by clusters and inspectors were replaced by cluster
directors. It was a time of the biggest mass rallies ever witnessed in NSW over attacks on public education. It
was also a time of increased emphasis on the principal’s managerial role with a collegial approach replacing
the previous centralised line management processes.
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•

We were not friends in the sense that we knew a great deal about
each other personally, but we were genuinely interested in each
other’s growth and achievements and enjoyed friendship when we
were together. Some members were however friends outside the
group;

•

We learnt more about each other’s personal philosophies and how we
felt about issues facing public education;

•

We cared about the social and political issues;

•

Although three of our members moved to other Regions and Jeanette
and Anton retired all still operated as full members of the group and
brought a new focus to the group from their new perspectives.

In essence, stage two had less of an individual focus and looked through a wider lens on
education. Participants were confident in their schools and emphasised sharing their
educational leadership visions for their schools with their collegial group colleagues.
Melba, for example, who was leading a specialist high school, appreciated the sympathetic
support she received from the collegial group when other colleagues did not understand her
particular issues:
Not many people outside of my collegial group really wanted to hear about
my dilemmas and visions because the school was fairly unique. It was very
difficult to get support for something that is so different when you have had
two big centralised bodies running education: the Department and the NSW
Teachers Federation. Anything different didn’t have a very easy time with
fellow colleagues. They never understood the difficulties of my specialist
school as opposed to their own schools. So perhaps I learnt to keep quiet
about it and didn’t really speak much except to people who were
sympathetic. (Melba, Interview, 8 July 2001)
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From another perspective, Veronica struggled with the increasing emphasis on management
that was promoted by the NSWDE Statement of Corporate Purpose and Goals22 as this
comment from a talk she gave at a collegial meeting suggests:
I’m finding it very frustrating. I’ve been out to two lots of meetings this
week for, what to me are at the moment, fairly unproductive things in terms
of the real work of the school. Those of us who were appointed as principals
on our teaching capacity are looking rather fearfully at the new role, which is
a management role, and has nothing to do with how we teach reading or
organise our curriculum. (Veronica, a talk delivered to colleagues,
September 1991)
Veronica reiterated in the 2003 focus group session that the support of the collegial group
renewed her energy to maintain her emphasis on educational leadership, which she felt was
being devalued by a business model. This shows the dovetailing of stage one into stage two
as the collegial group still provided time for the discussion of individual issues. It also
served as an indication of the condition of ‘cognitive conflict/congruence’ that was
operating in the group’s culture as Paul, for example, was a strong promoter of the
managerial model of leadership. Ward described collegiality in this environment of change
as still providing a safe sounding board:
I think everybody felt a bit isolated during the changes and this was a chance
to sort of throw an idea around when you are not surrounded by the everyday
problems, when you didn’t have the interruptions of phone calls and having
to dash off to do things. People did have their own ideas and I think they
were a lot gamer in an environment with people who weren’t part of their
everyday operation, but who they respected for their background and
knowledge. Sometimes we could throw outlandish ideas around and get

22

This was a policy statement issued in 1987 under Director General Bob Winder, which implied a new role
for managing schools more akin to a business model.
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some reaction to them; ideas that weren’t ready to be aired with your staff,
but you could see what other people thought and then it gave you the
strategies to sort of go back and do it. (Ward, Interview, 18 July 2002)
Participants agreed at the focus group that their activities in stage two provided stability in
a climate of politically-orchestrated Departmental restructuring. The data shows that they
had a highly professional adherence to the values that underpinned the group. They
maintained the practices that ensured the then sophisticated notion of shared leadership.
Many were vocal on ethical issues like social justice (Andonia, Veronica, Jennie and James
all received recognition for their work in equity-related areas) and some championed
innovative pedagogical practices. While this study does not attempt to determine if
participants were exceptional in their leadership of their schools, the collected news
clippings about individual collegial group member’s work in their schools at that stage
resonate with the type of large-minded issues that Goldberg (2001) identified as typical of
exceptional leaders.
(They hold) a bedrock belief in what they’re doing; have the courage to
swim upstream on behalf of their beliefs; possess a social conscience;…
maintain a seriousness of purpose, holding high standards and devoting years
of service to their causes; and they exemplify situational mastery, the happy
marriage of personal skills and accomplishment. (p.757)
As this stage drew to a conclusion in 1992, the conditions of collegiality began to be
impacted by the variance between the downside up emphasis of ‘Schools Renewal’ (Scott,
1989) ‘School Centred Education’ (B. Scott, 1990) and the way the Quality Assurance
movement was being conducted in schools (Eltis, 1992). Scott’s reforms, which
emphasised principals’ responsiveness to their local settings, were facing the contradictions
of recentralising tendencies in the Department’s approach to Quality Assurance.
While the attitudinal/behavioural and cultural conditions for collegiality listed in Table 7.1
continued throughout stage two, many of the structural conditions had been discontinued
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after the completion of the official PDP. Table 7.5 shows the structural conditions that were
still sanctioned by the system or were being implemented by the collegial group in Stage
Two (see Table 7.5).
Table 7.5: The conditions of collegiality as experienced by the participants in stage
two of the collegial group, from 1989 to 1993: Amalgamation and
consolidation
A) Structural conditions

B) Attitudinal/behavioural

C) Cultural conditions

conditions
Co-equal cohort

Collaboration

Comradeship/fellowship

Time-out to think

Cooperation

Congeniality

We agree/ I agree processes

Confidentiality

Equality

System trust and support

Commitment

Friendship

Available and continuous

Risk taking

Condoned complexity

Activities away from school

Competence

Non-threatening support

An inbuilt audience

Courage

A safe welcoming community

Clear ground rules

Constancy

Valued conversation

Expectation of deep questioning

Determination

Conceptual coherence (leadership

communication

relevant to site)
Consideration of others

Non-competitive comparison

Empathy/compassion/concern

Cognitive conflict/congruence

Confidence

Cohesiveness and connectedness

Courtesy/respect

Shared leadership

Reflective listening

Change agency

Professionalism

Stress release, fun, enjoyment,
frivolity

Trust/loyalty/critical honesty

Sharing/celebrating/reflecting

Giving back

Problem solving

Rule consensus

Valued individual growth

Non-competition

Valued group maintenance

The participants recall an uneasiness about this time and looked further-a-field to compare
experiences with principals from other states. Roland organised an exchange program of
visits between the participants and other principals from Canberra, the national capital,
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however the collegial sharing with that cohort bore no similarity to the ideal type. When
asked about the importance of this activity in the final focus group meeting, members
considered it a valuable, but a superficial networking between established principals.
Archival faxes, photographs and letters of thanks show that that trip resulted in two return
exchange visits to NSW hosted by the collegial group.

7.4.3 Stage three of the collegial group, from 1993 to 1996: Demonstration, celebration
and diversification
The exchange visits mentioned above were just one way of furthering the group’s interest.
The participants began to seek ways of justifying their meetings by using their school
localities as sources of information or connections with other organisations to provide
stimulating professional experiences for the group’s agenda. Roland noted in a clarification
exercise that he had some connections with Canberra principals at the time and that he
‘thought it was an opportunity to get us out of our schools and our state system to broaden
our horizons’ (Roland, 2003). This broadening of interests is noted in the chronology of the
group and participants agreed that it began a subtle movement away from the close-knit
nature of the group’s collegial meeting format. A slow transition from stage two to stage
three was characterised by a gradual substitution of the boat-shed sharing sessions with the
strategy of visits to members’ school locations. This was an adoption of the way the
original southern group had operated prior to amalgamation but because of the larger
numbers involved it did not have the intimacy of the earlier times. We also continued the
practice of residential retreats but to more modest accommodation sites such as those
established for school camping excursions.
The responsibility for training and development was being devolved more and more by the
Department to the school as a discretionary component of each school’s global budget. The
principals saw this practice of visiting other locations as a way of continuing the out-ofschool professional development without absorbing school expenditure for their own
learning. It occurred to me in the focus group, when Veronica commented about the terrible

340

mattresses, and Paul laughed about Roland moving out of his room because of his snoring,
that we had gone full circle, back to the conditions that Col Gaut had described in the
period prior to the allocation of CSC money (see Chapter Four, 4.5.1). Gaut focused on the
need to boost the visible trappings associated with principals’ training in the 1970s. He
believed it was important to meet adult learning needs by providing them with comfortable
learning conditions and symbolic recognition of their status. It is interesting that when
principals were given global budgeting responsibilities they chose to minimise use of the
school funds for their own learning needs. Doing more with less and making us responsible
for it was the way Cornel described this period. (Cornel, Interview, 25 March 2002).
Shifting major responsibility for the professional development budget to schools also gave
the school freedom to choose how it might be spent. This was a significant change and one
the principals at the final focus group agreed was an important characteristic that
determined stage three of the group. Ikin, who was the NSWDSE Manger of School and
Leadership Development, reported at the time that:
NSW schools are receiving 67% ($12.82m) of training and development
funding. The remaining 21% held by Regions and 12% by the state office
are also used to support schools. Direct access to training and development
funding has given schools greater choice in determining the nature and
direction of their training and development programs. (Ikin, 1994)
This stage between 1993 and 1996 was marked by a most energetic period of collegial
professional activity, all with minimal use of school or departmental funds. For example
faxes indicate that the principals shared the costs of petrol for the use of one member’s’
school bus and covered their own meal costs. Overnight accommodation was rare and in
such instances was paid for out of school funds. The faxes and photographs of the group’s
archival collection show that stage three was characterised by celebration of our personal
achievements and diversification of our group’s interests. Newspaper clippings provide
evidence that many individual members had been publicly recognised for their leadership.
This demonstrated that their learning as leaders, and confidence as managers of educational
enterprises, had moved out of the neophyte and consolidation stage. Perhaps these
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outcomes indicate that the cost to the NSWDE of its initial investment in the PDP was
recouped. It could be argued that the ongoing conditions that sustained collegiality resulted
in significant saving of departmental professional development funds in the long run.
At one overnight professional development retreat in 1993 we used the facilities of the
NSWDE fitness camp. It was at this collegial meeting that we negotiated a change of group
purpose, deliberating over the possibility of becoming a group recognised as professional
speakers (see Appendix 17). The agenda shows that we also discussed the nature of
collegiality and why we were still operating when other PDP cohorts had long since
disbanded. It was on this occasion that I administered the questionnaire to collect data on
collegiality for a conference presentation. This has proved to be valuable as an archival
record of our thinking about collegiality over time.
Documentation from the 1993 artefacts indicates that Paul pursued this possibility of the
group becoming a team of professional speakers. He faxed a survey and collated a list of
our specific talents and specialities. From my own recollection, this realisation that as a
group we collectively possessed competencies that could be shared with other principals
was linked to what we had observed about each other during visits to each person’s school
location. It was at their school sites that we could recognise and celebrate the fulfilment of
the particular visions that principals had achieved in their schools. The skills that each
person brought to the group were acknowledged in the collation of Paul’s survey results as
a prelude to determining a new role for our group.
Up to this point we had always concentrated on our own goals or the examination of
matters common to all, but now we were examining the concept of collaboration for a joint
goal, to become a team of conference presenters and peer support contacts. The name
‘Principal Speakers’ was initially adopted and because I was about to go to a conference I
designed the logo for a promotional leaflet which I marketed to conferences in Australia
and overseas with no significant results (Appendix 14).
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My proposition to the focus group on this point in our history was that this change of
direction would have required more of a mentoring role than the group had previously
countenanced. As our faxes show we did not discuss it again until 1995. Perhaps the idea of
a group of experts somehow ran counter to our understanding of collegiality. At the final
focus group, participants remembered both an excitement with the idea and discomfort that
someone in the group would have to assume greater responsibility to organise and lead such
a strategy. No one seemed to disagree with the idea of mentoring others, but there was no
enthusiasm to have any one of us identified as a leader of a collaborative activity. It was felt
by the members at the final focus group that we just ignored the suggested role change
because there was no interest in our flyers that were circulated at conferences.
This was also a period when Quality Assurance Review teams, made up of senior personnel
and colleagues, visited schools and provided reports on their performance. Awards were
established by the system for schools and individuals. There were many examples of
participants’ schools being reported for outstanding accomplishments. Many gained
prestigious awards and some of our schools were granted the status of centres of excellence
by the NSWDE. The morale of the group was high as it celebrated the achievements of its
members. As the participant observer it was obvious that we were genuinely proud to be
associated with our high profile collegial group and we considered our group to be unique
in its operation and longevity. In 1995 we even deliberated in faxed surveys the possibility
of nominating the Collegial Group itself for a Director General’s Award. I sent out a survey
to test interest at that time and there were varying responses as these quotes from returned
faxes show:

•

I don’t mind. (Melba, survey response,30 May 1995)

•

Not too keen but will flow with the group. (Jason, survey response, 23 June
1995)

•

Excellent idea! The last two collegial meetings support this. (Cornel,
survey response, 30 May, 1995).
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From follow-up phone calls I made at that time there was some feeling that this activity
might draw too much attention to the group. Some people were beginning to feel that the
culture of the new accountability focus of the Department was more supervisory and less
trusting of principals than it had been back in 1989 when we started to accept responsibility
for the structural conditions of our operation (compare Tables 7.2a with Table 7.5a and
7.6a). No one wanted to risk our operation so with the possibility that the system might not
be as supportive of our continued four meetings a year, out of school in school time, I did
not submit the nomination.
The changing culture of the Department has now been documented in the literature. Barcan
(1996) notes, that at the political level, after a dramatic beginning, the reform agenda of
decentralisation began to fall apart. Citing newspaper sources of the time (Lewis, 1994;
Totaro, 1994) he indicates that the then NSW Director-General of School Education, Dr
Ken Boston, warned principals of the spectre of creeping re-centralisation. He maintains
that the educational bureaucracy, the Teachers Federation, and Federation of Parents and
Citizens Associations were forces trying to roll back decentralisation. Barcan (1996) claims
from these newspaper reports that, the architect of reform, Dr Brian Scott, resigned as
chairman of the External Council of Review around that time because of an unworkable
relationship with the Minister and bureaucratic meddling in the administration. With
political activity of this kind reported in the popular press, the participants recalled feeling
unsure of the impact that such systemic uncertainty might have on their schools.
An enterprise agreement was signed in 1994 between the union and the Department which
formally linked Principal’s training and development with the achievement of priorities
documented in their school plans (Ikin, 1994). As the participants’ stories confirm, we had
been doing this since the PDP focussed our learning on school-based goals and problem
solving. However at the time we were not sure if these more strategic training and
development objectives would encompass our need for continuing communication with our
collegial group. Multiple data sources from participants and the literature (Lavine, 1989;
Sergiovanni, 1987) confirm that it is professional discourse with the peer group that helps
principals feel less isolated in their daily lives. We began to feel uneasy about our right to
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reflect on our own practice with our peers (Andonia, Letter, 1 January 2003; Cornel,
Interview, 25 March 2002). Collegial group activities during this period of destabilisation
were a reprieve (James, Focus group, 7 September 2003). Participants in the focus group
recalled that the impact of yet another Departmental restructuring that occurred in 1995 was
disillusioning and that the disjointed nature of the times led to further insecurity over our
right to meet in school time. Our archival faxes show that we felt recommitment exercises
were necessary from all participants to determine the continuation of the collegial group.
The recommitment meetings occurred on two separate occasions at a National Fitness
Camp location. The organisational faxes show they were also arranged to provide stress
release. The agendas and photographs of activities record that we scheduled speakers,
intensive time for collegial sharing sessions, and rest and recreation (including massage).
By this time no participants saw the need to inform their senior Departmental officers (by
then renamed Superintendents) of our self-organised professional development and
personal development activities in school time. Conversely, and perhaps defiantly, we felt
confident enough to invite the Minister for Education to attend one session (see Appendix
10), although a written response from her office shows she did not attend.
Again the agenda of recommitment proceedings shows that we returned to our 1993
discussion of the possibility of promoting ourselves as a team to assist other principals in
need of collegial support or to provide a variety of conference speakers on any one of the
many areas of expertise covered by the members of the group. There was agreement to this
idea and also a decision to survey everyone about choosing a name other than Principal
Speakers, which had rarely been used. Roland’s suggestion of TEAM (Together Each
Achieves More) was accepted with a new logo (see Appendix 18) calling for follow-up
discussion of its use. Despite enthusiasm for the concept, the name TEAM was also rarely
utilised. Although we printed stationery with the letterhead and logo TEAM it was only
used on a few occasions to thank speakers or visited institutions.
At the second of two recommitment residentials we invited our original PDP Consultant,
Ros Strong, to attend. She had left the Department and from an outsider’s perspective she
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saw great potential for the group as a marketable item. But it was obvious at this point that
the group were not going to be proactive about the concept. Faxes between members after
the second of two recommitment retreats confirmed the feeling of discomfort. The fact was
that the group committed to, but did not implement a change of identity and role. We did
not move to collaborative activity around one goal. No one pursued this agreed action. We
continued to refer to ourselves as the collegial group and the idea of more formally sharing
our expertise was never implemented.(Paul, however, did do so individually and with
others in another region. He eventually undertook this role, with a welfare and mentoring
focus, for the NSW Primary Principals Association.)
The final focus group deliberated very intensely over why this move to change our usual
form of operating away from our self-focus to a group goal did not occur. Ownership of the
idea of becoming a team of presenters seemed to have passed the we agree test at the time
but why was it not embraced? Various ideas were offered. While all remember thinking it
could have been a success, some identified reasons akin to what Boomer calls ‘systemic
schizophrenia’ (p.5), when official statements and actual practice are incongruent. This was
a time of quality assurance reviews and participants were not sure if our conceptual
coherence about leadership met with the official view of best practice. In this era we
wavered between the belief that we had the answer, let’s share our version and let’s keep
our heads low and celebrate the diversification in our practices. It was felt at the focus
group that while we still condoned the complexity of our different locations perhaps we
were beginning to question our conceptual coherence on leadership. Whatever the reason,
as in 1993, the move to a group of experts or mentors was not palatable and participants
believed it was contrary to our understanding of collegiality. Some said it moved us away
from our comfort zone. Time constraints and the various circumstances in the lives of the
individuals were also suggested as a factor that made commitment to a different role
improbable. James recalled:
I was having a bet each way; I didn’t want to miss out on it but I didn’t have
time to make it happen either. It was like a class action, something that we
had to agree to for the good of the whole but I knew my school and my other
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involvements were too time-consuming to commit to extended
responsibilities. (James, Focus group, 7 September 2003)
As Veronica said, ‘I would have gone along with it but I thought, did I want it with all the
other things on my plate?’ It appears no one wanted to reject the idea in 1995 but most
thought it would change the group. As Jason summed it up: ‘I saw it as a demarcation, the
beginning of the end.’
In a written response to this question of why we did not change our focus to some
collaborative group goal, Andonia commented that doing her doctorate and travelling long
distances to work and home meant that she did not have the energy to drive to other
locations to participate in any extra work at the time. Linked to this view was the most
telling reason of all. It was a concern shared by many. It would mean changing the
attitudinal/behavioural conditions and cultural conditions of collegiality by investing
leadership in a couple of members with entrepreneurial talent to organise, motivate and
promote the concept. That did not sit well with the tradition of a flat model of shared
leadership.
This retreat appeared to mark the end of stage three. It was evident in the diaries, faxes and
activities of 1995 that we were still operating collegially but it was agreed at the final focus
group meeting that it was a different kind of collegiality from stages one and two. Meetings
after 1995 started to become something that could be missed if necessary and as mentioned,
the we agree decisions did not seem to be adhered to. This could not have happened in
stages one and two where, as Jennie recalls in her story, the fellowship of the team had to
be maintained at all costs: ‘Apart from when I was on leave overseas I never, ever, ever
missed one meeting. I couldn’t let the group down’.
Further evidence from this stage indicated that the attitudinal/behavioural conditions of
collegiality were becoming diluted in the operations of the group. At one boatshed meeting
a participant brought his new partner and continued to bring her on excursions to various
educational sites organised by the group. It was recognised by some that this was because
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he was both proud of his group and proud of his new partner and wanted to mesh the two as
important factors in his life. To have an outsider listening during the sharing session was an
obvious challenge for the attitudinal/behavioural conditions of confidentiality, rule
consensus, constancy, courtesy, consideration, trust and loyalty and while she was very
well liked and did not intrude or participate in any way, her attendance confronted the
previously unquestioned and unconsciously maintained boundaries of comradeship and
fellowship. It was what Wenger (1998) might call a breach of the tacit conventions and
well-tuned sensitivities of the community of practice. One respondent who wished to
remain anonymous recalled the time:
She visited the boatshed when it was still used for our professional
development and our welfare work and I can recall being cross about it. We
were very closed then. I thought that was an intrusion on our trust. I
remember thinking oh, this is not what it’s about and there was quite a bit of
uncharacteristic muttering amongst the group on that one. But we tolerated
it. We didn’t actually confront him on it, which we would have done in the
early days. None of us actually said that’s not appropriate. I think she was
coming for the social aspects. I was surprised he did it. We all were, but he
thought he was able to. (Anonymous collegial group member, Interview,
2002)
From my own perspective I vividly recalled this as a confronting moment and also shared
this reaction at the time. Maybe this member had already started moving into the next stage.
If so he was certainly ready for it earlier than I was. Personally, I did not want to include
my partner in our group for a very long time.
Gradually two participants, Ward and Cornel, reduced their involvement, selectively
choosing the sessions they attended or organised. Ward was unwell and Cornel explains his
reasons as follows:
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Once my concerns that I had were answered and I was able to deal with them
satisfactorily then the need to go back seeking help lessened in my mind and
didn’t become a very high priority. The visits didn’t mean much to me,
because I knew a little bit about the schools outside the district or the
Region. I really didn’t take much back to my school or for my development
from that. I probably lost a little bit of interest there. (Cornel, Interview, 25
March 2002)
During stage three the conditions of collegiality had shifted. From an examination of
historical sources triangulated with participant stories and interviews it was obvious that the
structural conditions barely remained. Based on the events recalled by participants in
interviews and faxes sent after the first recommitment session at the end of 1993 it also
appears that fewer of the sacrosanct attitudinal/behavioural conditions of the ideal type
were operating (see Table 7.6).
An incident that revealed uncharacteristic behaviours on the last morning of the first camp
residential was referred to in the faxes. I concluded from this data and my observation of
that time, that conditions like ‘confidentiality’, ‘commitment’, ‘consideration’’,
‘empathy/compassion’, and ‘courtesy’ had given way to impatience and task-driven
motives. The cultural conditions of ‘conceptual coherence’ and ‘cohesiveness’ were put
under pressure by the ambiguities of the times. This motivated us to be both highly
transparent in our professionalism yet worried that something good might be taken away
from us if too publicly revealed. Faxes went back and forth between the group after this
event, however I have selected my own to summarise the feeling at the time:
I was unclear about the group ownership of the final session. I believe we
agreed to meet in week six, 1994 to discuss our level of commitment to
offering staff development for new principals via a course package. I felt
quite uncomfortable with the last session so I am not sure of the correct
interpretation of our decision. On the personal level, thank you all for your
massages and stress-relieving techniques. (Lenore, 22 November 1993)
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Table 7.6: The conditions of collegiality as experienced by the participants in stage
three of the collegial group, from 1993 to 1996: Demonstration, celebration
and diversification
A) Structural conditions

B) Attitudinal/behavioural

C) Cultural conditions

conditions
Collaboration

Comradeship/fellowship

Cooperation

Congeniality

Co-equal cohort – no new

Equality

members retired participants still
members
Friendship
Taking time-out to recuperate

Risk taking

Condoned complexity

Competence

Non-threatening support

Courage

A safe welcoming community
Valued conversation

Activities away from school

Determination
Non-competitive comparison
Cognitive conflict/congruence

An inbuilt audience

Confidence
Shared leadership
Reflective listening

Change agency

Professionalism

Stress release, fun, enjoyment,
frivolity

Trust/critical honesty

Sharing/celebrating/reflecting

Giving back

Problem solving

Non-competition

Valued group maintenance

There is no doubt from the faxes and school planning records that our own learning was
still a major focus of the collegial group. Members acknowledged that they included it in
their annual school planning and staff development policies. They utilised the funds
devolved to the schools for principals’ professional development in order to continue their
ongoing learning interests through the group. The list of discussion topics, letters to
Regional Directors and invitations to speakers indicated that we were scrupulous in
maintaining a professional issues agenda. Members reflected that this was probably for
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accountability purposes in case the tide had swung against our need to meet for the purpose
of peer support. This was more of a concern for what our schools might think rather that
what the system would condone (Andonia, Interview, December 17 2001; Cornel,
Interview, 25 March 2002; Roland, Interview, 19 February 2001).
The following descriptors for stage three were derived from the interviews and historic data
and proposed for the final focus group (see 3.1-3.9 in Appendix 7). Their modifications, or
later inclusions after group discussion and written feedback, appear in italics:

•

The group provided consistency during the time of another
departmental restructuring;

•

We were looking for ways to justify our existence and prolonging the
group’s life;

•

We started to take turns at organising and hosting each event;

•

We enjoyed school visits, sharing our school’s growth, showing off
our achievements. We celebrate by visiting the schools of Veronica,
Melba, James, Paul, Jason, Jennie and Lenore and linked our
speakers with other educational excursion locations eg. Buddhist
Temple, Macarthur Estate, Olympic Village construction tour,
Ourimba campus and many more;

•

We attempted to define collegiality for a paper being delivered at
conferences in Alaska and Canada;

•

Trips away, time out or retreats were important for the well-being of
the members and the ongoing commitment to the group’s existence;

•

Discussions on our purpose, identity, possible outreach role to other
principals for their welfare and professional development made us
acknowledge our sustainability;

•

Listing of our collective talents to see what we had to share helped us
to celebrate each other’s successes;

•

Significant questions asked the group to change its traditional focus
on assisting our own professional development to assisting other
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peers. These included: Are we marketable? Do we change our
direction and character? Should we have a name and logo?;
•

Inter-regional input from members in different Regions provided
diversity and maintained interest for the group;

•

Commitment became more of a reprieve from other agendas,
retirement, time out for R & R, a changing system and our schools
which were becoming more complex;

•

Ethically, in a restructured system it was more difficult to justify
meeting for our own support needs but it was important for our
welfare for us to continue;

•

We utilised school funds and accounted for our collegial professional
development activities in our school planning documents;

•

Some members were finding it difficult to commit to meetings by
1996.

There were two further retirements of members in this period, but both continued to fully
participate in the group. Even with members retiring, changing needs and fears of
reactionary Departmental response, the faxes show that participants effectively justified
their group’s existence with their senior officers and promoted the concept well. This is
shown in faxes from three participants (Andonia, Cornel and Paul) who had moved regions
and had been invited by their new cluster directors to establish like groups in their new
areas. Their involvement in their new groups was more local-needs-based and in mentoring
roles and did not replace their involvement in the collegial group, as Paul’s fax indicates:
I have been asked by my cluster director to form a collegial group in the
northern part of the cluster and invite the TEAM to talk. I would like to
suggest that our group spend some time on a workable package at our next
meeting. (Paul, fax, 30 May 1995)
Until the end of 1995 the collegial group was highly focussed on professional issues and
emotional support for its members but as more members began to experience illness,
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retirement and personal tragedy in their lives the introduction of social gatherings began to
emerge as the major focus of the group. As the precedent of permitting partners had been
set, a fax sent by Andonia shows that she sought the group’s permission to bring her spouse
to late-night or residential events to assist her with the driving. This paved the way for more
socially-oriented events in stage four of the group’s operation where participants’ partners
were included.
7.4.4 Stage four of the collegial group, from 1996 onwards: Congeniality and nostalgia
Stage four represents the current phase of collegiality, which has operated in the group
from 1996 to the time of writing this thesis in 2005. Much of the data that led to the
classification of this stage rests on my participant observation and interviews and some
reference to archival faxes of 1996. The stage is characterised by congeniality, retirements,
new personal adventures, illness and nostalgia. Friendship connections and
communications between members outside the official meetings increased, but except for
one dyad (Jason and Paul) tended to be firmer between the members of the original stage
one teams. Many of the group have travelled together on local and overseas vacations and
those who have retired have gone onto community work and other sources of employment
into which their leadership skills have been transferable.
From my position as participant observer it is obvious that any perceived adherence to the
ideal type in this stage is a myth, or at best nostalgic rhetoric. Collegiality of the
coadunation type is now rare; more of a memory than a reality. Very few of the structural
attitudinal/behaviour and cultural conditions of collegiality are now operating in stage four.
The archival faxes indicate that the transition to stage four was more abrupt than the
integrated progression of previous stages. After a particularly active period in 1995, people
just stopped attending meetings and found excuses for why they did not want to leave their
schools. There seem to have been multiple reasons for this.
Something happened in 1996 that changed the commitment of the group. The usual
arrangements for collegial meetings were not followed. In the first three stages of the
group’s operation the group/s held four functions a year, the last of which was a social
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gathering. The pattern had been to meet on the sixth or sometimes fifth Friday of each
school term. At the end of 1995 people were allocated organisational and hosting roles for
the following year. Paul took on the responsibility of sending out the meeting dates, which
he believed were agreed to as the Fridays of the fourth week of each term. The faxed
responses indicate this suited very few people and there was a feeling that the System was
not encouraging principals to be out of their schools. Only five principals attended the first
collegial meeting in 1996 and two of these were retired. Something had changed. This
feedback from Roland gives an indication of the feeling of principals at the time:
I regret I will not be able to attend on Friday. I must be getting old… these
days I don’t feel comfortable being out of my school for a whole day on
short notice. (I wasn’t at the last meeting when the dates were set). Please
give my regards to all. (Roland, Fax, 2 February1996)
The second collegial meeting in 1996 was postponed because three participants were away
and others did not feel they had the time. This response to the organiser of the day is a
telling indicator that the times and the conditions of collegiality were changing. It is an
interesting extension of Roland’s previous thoughts from three months earlier:
I have an all day excursion on Thursday and the speaker for Friday is not a
drawcard for me. I prefer not to be out of my school two days in a row so I
guess I’ll have to opt for cancelling this term. You know all of the above
might be just a form of rationalising some psychological barrier I seem to
have developed in regard to collegial group meetings. It’s very strange. I
can’t explain it. I like the people in the group, I’m not threatened by any of
them, and memories of all our meetings are nothing but pleasant. And yet
these days, whenever something comes from the group I feel tense, and I
look for excuses not to go, or not to stay for the whole day. Why? Perhaps
I’m not coping with the pressures as well as I used to. Or could it be that I’m
more sensitive to other staff members who I think may see it as a junket day
for me? Perhaps I’m just tired. Whatever it is I’m trying to think and work
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through it. I’ll try to get myself together for term three. (Roland, Fax, 2 May
1996)
One month later, twelve of the thirteen members had gathered to celebrate the retirement of
two more members both of whom had been unexpectedly medically retired. From then
onwards the collegial group met only for social events, retirements or to provide data for
this study as participants in the research.
Those who had not retired in 1996 (Melba, Cornel, Veronica, Jennie, Paul, James, Roland
and Andonia,) believed the Department had moved away from an assets model (see Chapter
Four. Table 4.4) to a deficit culture where they were being pressured to respond to a recentralised supervisory style akin to that which operated before the PDP and before
clusters. The NSWDSE was renamed the NSWDET (New South Wales Department of
Education and Training). Superintendents replaced cluster directors. There were fewer of
them and they were thus responsible for increased numbers of schools. This meant they
became more remote from the schools and needed to rely more heavily on procedures than
on school visits to expedite system wide accountability data. Their encounters with
principals tended to be reactive and generally by telephone or later, email. As time
progressed chief education officers interacted with principals at the school level for
accountability exercises. These were generally related to the writing of annual reports on
the school and discussing state-wide student test results (Paul, 2003). Principals describe
the NSWDET as providing them with less assistance but with the same and increasing
management responsibilities (Cornel, 2002). The schools were becoming increasingly
complex to run, particularly in relation to compliance reporting for issues with legal
ramifications. Melba described it as a return to centralisation:
I don’t develop cynicism except that I have a great deal of, well, not anger
but I just feel so much has been lost in the changes. They really haven’t
taken much notice of what principals have said. They are still tied to this
centralised system and in many cases that’s the easiest way to go without too
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much conflict. Change brings conflict and this is something the Department
is not very good at handling. (Melba, Interview, 2001)
Jeanette, Anton and Jason began to take on an unofficial role in their retirement as group
social organisers. There were more illnesses amongst the group and occasions when
individuals required emotional support for personal crises in their lives but these were
never jointly shared with the intensity encountered in stage one and early stage two.
Initiatives tended to be socially-oriented such as when three members wrote a comic
operetta and ten of the group performed it at Veronica’s retirement function in 2000.
Interestingly this was our first collaborative joint goal until the undertaking of this research.
The participants in the final focus group accepted the following descriptors for
stage four (see 4.1- 4.8 in Appendix 7):
•

The group has become a social entity which meets at least twice a
year;

•

Partners are welcome;

•

Collegiality is now based on congeniality and memories;

•

Those who are still principals cannot, and do not draw relevant
support from those in the group who are now out of the system;

•

Those who are still principals miss not having the support of such a
group;

•

Those who are still principals report not having interaction and
collaboration between primary and secondary principals and miss
this contact;

•

Those still in the system now mentor others in the style of elder with
neophyte rather than operating in collegial groups;

•

Those still in the system bemoan the decline of collegial professional
practices but have not themselves joined or formed new collegial
groups;

•

The thirteen participants still believe they belong to a group and are
supportive of having its story told through this research.
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My analysis of all the data and conversations and observations since the final focus group
leads me to suggest that little remains of the ideal type. Now that the collegial group is not
setting a professional development agenda the structural conditions that emerged from the
PDP are not evident in the operation of the group. The needs of the group are no longer
linked with the conditions of collegiality in its ideal type that characterised stage one and
much of stage two, although some participants are more inclined to retain the romantic
sentiment of the ideal type than others. For example, in a clarification exercise regarding
the conditions, one member argued that ‘concern for others’ had increased rather than
decreased over the stages of the group, being stronger in stage four. This was contrary to all
the evidence. At a superficial level, there remains an ‘attitude’ of concern but the behaviour
of expressing concern is not obvious and is certainly romanticised. For example people
receive news of each other’s activities, health and welfare through my contact with them as
the participant researcher. Apart from particular friendship connections they do not act out
concern by personalising their contact with members who may be in need of support.
However they do regard each other as having a special place in their lives. As Veronica
said in her clarification exercise: ‘We did something together once that was life changing in
our professional lives, and for some, our personal lives. When we get together we fondly
recall that experience’ (Veronica, Conversation, June 29 2005).
One issue I observed provided a realistic example of a changed adherence to the ideal type.
There is now an uncritical stereotyping of primary and secondary principals’ roles, which
was once missing from the group’s culture. It surfaced in the conversations of those
members who were still in the principalship. This is unlike stages one, two and three where
members respected their peers’ equivalent challenges and dilemmas across the school
sectors, and celebrated the diversity that their perspectives brought to the group. Andonia
and Melba attest to that former time:
The cross-section of schools; primary, special and secondary, in my opinion
has assisted greatly in forging a better understanding and appreciation of
each other’s problems across the primary-secondary spectrum and helps
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keep a balanced perspective. (Andonia, Emailed clarification response, 21
July 2002)
All of that has gone with the development of the districts, forty of them; it’s
more been that we are kept separate from our primary colleagues although
there was a principals’ meeting last week, which I couldn’t go to but that’s
the first time in years we’ve had a meeting with primary principals. I think
its a retrograde step that we can’t share our problems, many of which are
similar, and that important liaison with primary principals has been lost.
(Melba, Interview, 8 July 2001)
Only three years after these interviews were collected I observed reactions to an issue
relating to professional equivalence that would have been deemed non-collegial in the early
stages of the group. Some members derided industrial recommendations for parity of
salaries for primary and secondary principals and proposals for primary principals to lead
secondary schools. The issues were not examined deeply for their complexity. Perhaps it
was as a consequence of the compartmentalisation to which Melba referred. The collegial
group would once have provided a variety of perspectives and offered an alternative forum
for informed professional discussion.
Further erosion of the attitudinal/behavioural conditions and cultural conditions outlined in
Table 7.1 was witnessed in the final focus group. Reflective listening skills had declined,
gender-based conversational dynamics were observed and the once powerful presence of
consultancy skills had been replaced with patterns more akin to social than professional
operation. A count of who was talking on the video tape of the discussions and observation
of body language indicated that it was difficult for some voices to be acknowledged and,
although these were very assertive people who ensured their views were included by
various means (including follow-up emails), it was a far cry from the learned collegial
behaviour of the PDP course. While they could not be described as competitive with each
other, the need to compete to have their view included was a new dimension in the
operation of the group. This was a result that surprised me.
358

While many of the conditions of collegiality in its ideal type have diminished, the we agree
process achieved high group productivity in the focus group exercise. It had been some
years since the group had collaboratively focussed on a professional issue and the task of
determining the conditions of collegiality and the stages of our group was one which
required a great deal of honed reflection. The participants still claim to enjoy each other’s
company and I have observed the way in which participants make allowances for the aging
process which has had some impact on the listening and health requirements of individual
members. Table 7.7 provides a list of conditions of collegiality that typified the way
collegiality is now expressed in stage four of the collegial group. They are those that
supported social rather than professional behaviour and that celebrated nostalgic
reminiscence of the ideal type. The word ‘friendship’ group appeared in seven of the twelve
participants’ interviews when referring to their current understanding of their group. It
seems as if they do not contemplate an end to their involvement in the group, as summed
up in the following two quotes from Jeanette:
There’s been a bit of an ebb and flow you know. I’ve missed meetings
because I’ve been away overseas, but its always been, ‘well, she’s away, but
okay she’ll be back.’ Nobody has ever felt, ‘oh, well that’s it, goodbye, I’ll
never see you all again.’ (Jeanette, Interview, 6 February 2002)
The friendships, developed in that experiment, are continuing to influence
my life and sense of wellbeing in a way I did not anticipate during that
period. (Jeanette, Email, 27 March 2004)
The conditions that were most effective in sustaining the collegial community through the
stages of the group’s existence have been shown in the various tables but those remaining
in Table 7.4 stand as the most enduring. They do not represent the powerful practice of
collegiality noted in the group’s origins but while they are not the most intensive, their
appearance in any organisation would be considered to be desirable for effective and nontoxic environments. To sustain collegiality throughout such a long period has required
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honesty and trust and the creativity of the group to reinvent itself to project a changing
sense of purpose. Such sustainability has been based on the desire of the group to retain
some valued traditions of practice, which underpin the good-will of the participants to
continue after their careers as school principals have ended.
Table 7.7: The conditions of collegiality as experienced by the participants in stage
four of the collegial group, from 1996 onwards: Congeniality and nostalgia
A) Structural conditions

B) Attitudinal/behavioural

C) Cultural conditions

conditions
Collaboration

Comradeship/fellowship

Cooperation

Congeniality

We agree/I agree processes

Friendship
Competence

A safe welcoming community

Conversation
Stress release, fun, enjoyment,
frivolity
An inbuilt audience

Confidence

Sharing/celebrating/reflecting

Trust/critical honesty

Problem solving

Giving back
Valued group maintenance

7.5 Summary
The identification of the ideal type and the confirmation that it was the reference point for
the participants’ reflections has dominated the search for definition. The principals saw
collegiality as learned behaviour, which suited their personal styles. It emanated both from
their previous experiences as reflective practitioners and from the formative expectations of
their operational behaviour set by the structures of the PDP course. It would have been
tempting just to define the ideal type and determine, in a dispassionate way, that anything
outside of that definition was not collegiality. But this would not encapsulate the ongoing
belief held by the participants that collegiality was sustainable and still recognisable in
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some aspects of their long association. They have, as Wenger’s work implies, reified
collegiality. They have frozen fleeting moments of engagement in practice into monuments,
which persist despite the fact that many of their characteristics have disappeared. As
Wenger suggests, what the participants have reified are the meanings they hold:
Properly speaking the products of reification are not simply concrete
material objects. Rather they are reflections of these practices, tokens of vast
expanses of human meanings. (Wenger, 1998, pp.61-62)
While acknowledging the most commonly reflected practices belonged to the beginnings of
the PDP, this study has determined that there were four recognizable stages of the collegial
group in which conditions of the ideal type of collegiality were modified over time for
different purposes. Restated they were:

•

Stage one - coadunation, from 1987 to 1989;

•

Stage two - amalgamation and consolidation, from 1989 to 1993;

•

Stage three - demonstration, celebration and diversification, from 1993 to 1996;

•

Stage four - congeniality and nostalgia, from 1996 onwards.

The period that participants were more likely to eulogize was that characterized by
coadunation, which diminished as participants required less support for their professional
growth. The most enduring facets of collegiality, sustained beyond the efficacy of the ideal
type, have been those conditions that support reflection, tradition and celebration.
Following are two definitions and four major findings that have been established in this
chapter.
7.5.1 The definition of collegiality in its ideal type as experienced by the participants
in this case study
After examining all of the phenomena that were presented in the data as relevant indicators
of an ideal type and developing a scaffold showing the categories for the conditions that
lead to it, the following definition of the collegial ideal type in this case was formulated:
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Collegiality in its ideal type is characterised by the acceptance of specific
structural, attitudinal, behavioural and cultural conditions being channelled
into a peer-support function to empower the individual and group to achieve
coadunation.
7.5.2 The definition of collegial sustainability as experience by the participants in this
case study
After comparing all the data and other definitions of collegiality with Wenger’s view of
practice, Warren’s (2002) conditions of fellowship and Barth’s (1991) community of
learners I have synthesized a definition of the sustainability of collegiality in this case as
follows:
Collegial sustainability is built on the practices of a community whose
shared purpose of support requires candor, confidentiality, trust, learning and
regular contact to maintain, negotiate, celebrate and redesign its dynamic
social nature.
7.5.3 Findings
•

Collegiality can be taught as an ideal type. The PDP course design
and its implementation at residentials by facilitating staff, defined
collegiality and set the parameters of an ideal type.

•

Collegiality in this case study had certain conditions that underpin its
establishment and its maintenance. These underpinnings that
supported

collegiality

were

identifiable

as

structural,

attitudinal/behavioural and cultural conditions and were perpetuated
in decreasing degrees by the collegial group/s after their initial
scaffolding at the course residentials.
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•

Collegiality had a limited life in a peer-support group in the form of
its ideal type. For a period, the characteristics of the ideal type were
operating in the collegial groups. Principals were united as
individuals in social learning teams around their own personal and
professional growth. This continued until they had determined
directions for their own issues and heard the satisfactory conclusions
of their team members’ problems, dilemmas challenges or visions.
Coadunation, as a central descriptor of the ideal type was superseded
by the more buoyant conditions required to sustain a group moving
from professional/social/emotional purpose to that of social,
reflective nostalgia.

•

Collegiality has some elements that are sustainable or adaptable to
changed group purpose. Throughout the four recognisable stages in
the life of the group from 1987 to 2005 there have been identifiable
variations in the groups’ purpose and adherence to their collegial
ideal type. There is a qualitative difference over time in the concept
labelled collegiality by the participants. The use of the term collegial
has become a shibboleth for the participants, which reifies the ideal
type. The use of the word collegiality in the form of its ideal type is a
misnomer for describing the sustained entity known as The Collegial
Group.

These findings will be further extrapolated in the final chapter, which summarises the
answers to the research questions underpinning the study on the role of collegiality in the
professional development of principals.
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Chapter 8
Conclusion and Recommendations
8.1 Introduction
In answering the major question of how the involvement of a group of principals in a
collegial-based leadership program contributed to their professional development and
social/emotional well-being, the study has shown that the PDP course was unique for its
time. It was a development from the social and educational movements of the 1970s and the
product of an emphasis on an assets model for adult learning in the 1980s. The PDP
provided structures that empowered principals to use reflection, action research and
problem-solving strategies to assist them in their own learning. The central notion of a
collegial community of peers was paramount in assisting the principals to achieve their
professional goals and had the added feature of enhancing their personal development of
attitudes and behaviours that supported collegial practices. The major finding was that both
the Professional Development of Principals Course and the disposition of the members of
the two groups established, promoted and sustained collegiality.
According to all sources of data the concept of collegiality was the most powerful
component of the PDP design for achieving professional and personal growth and
supporting principal welfare. The role of collegiality in the professional development and
welfare of these principals was that it changed people to become more effective
professionals and supportive colleagues. This chapter concludes the study with the findings
and recommendations of each of the sub-questions that show how collegiality was integral
to the professional development and social/emotional well-being of the participants in this
case study.
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8.2 What understandings of NSWDE culture and Departmental
professional development did the principals bring to the collegial
group?
Throughout their early careers the participants in the 1987-88 implementation of the PDP
experienced both centralised, lock-step, supervisory, bureaucratic practices and
experimental, innovative, devolved, participatory approaches to their profession. Their
understandings of the NSWDE’s organisational model wavered between these two
competing and reoccurring tensions. Among the participants there was a significant number
who had a predilection to the philosophical stance of the Commonwealth Schools
Commission charter, and the PDP exemplified the goals of the CSC. They described the
PDP as different from other professional development processes done to them in their past.
In general they had not participated in the Stage leadership courses or the TSDP, which
were the forerunners of the PDP, but they had undertaken many of the skills-based Strand
courses. They found the philosophy that underpinned the PDP to be consistently
supportive, offering them individual and collective empowerment unlike anything they had
experienced in other professional development courses. The outstanding features of the
approach were the genuine intent of its implementation, the authenticity of Departmental
imprimatur and the quid pro quo of that honesty. The culture of the course and the positive
Departmental attitude toward it permeated the culture of the collegial group.
Based on their organisational socialisation, ‘the process by which an employee learns the
values, norms and required behaviours that permit participation as a member of the
organization’ (London, 1985, p.20), the participants initially did not believe that the System
could and would trust them to own their own learning journey in the way that the PDP
course required. Following the formal commitment to the PDP, the fact that the Department
continued to condone and support their ongoing operation as a collegial team surprised and
gratified the participants. This statement from a participant, who was famous in her own
right for designing and implementing innovative courses for teachers, is a testimony to that
fact:
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I look back on my forty years and I think it’s probably the best innovation I
was ever exposed to in the system and one rather un-system-like thing to
allow the freedom that we were given to design our own agendas and work
out how we wanted to proceed. (Veronica, Interview, 19 February 2002)
The participants felt that the pendulum would eventually swing away from what they saw
as an enlightened System commitment to andragogy. They thus structured quality
professional development activities into their ongoing, self-operated organisation. This had
two purposes. Firstly it increased opportunities for their learning in a proven supportive
environment. Secondly it justified their existence to a system that might, at any time, turn
supervisory attention to their unique operation. The participants felt excited and inspired by
two important yet uncharacteristic examples of Departmental patronage. One was the
interest, awareness and genuine support of the Regional Director. The other was the
carriage of the project by two facilitators, one a visionary educator, the other an inspector
who became an active supporter of the group. These indicators of significant support
convinced the principals that it was safe to take time from their mandated role to further
their own learning. But the changing political tide of the 1990s led to a Quality Assurance
(QA) approach to professional development and the parlance of QA that was embraced by
the NSWDE gave a more supervisory message about Departmental culture.
During what has been labelled stage three of the collegial group’s operation, some members
of the group became nervous about continuing their in-school-time operations. Overall the
late 1980s and early 1990s represented an uncharacteristic liberty that was provided to
Principals by the NSWDE to determine their own learning and take time to deeply and
richly develop their professionalism supported by substantive and explicitly condoned
processes.
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8.2.1 Recommendations
a) The culture of the organising and funding body of the professional development
supplier should project authenticity in its organisational practices in harmony with
the learning design and stated philosophy of the adult learning process.
b) Courses for principals should be collegial-based, relevant to school problem
solving and improvement, sequentially planned around personal growth needs,
flexible enough to be tailored to changing needs and involving follow-up support
strategies.
c) Principals should be selected to participate in leadership development courses
according to their stages of development, based on transparent asset-based criteria.
d) The imprimatur of significant personnel should be visible and consistently
reinforced.
e) The right of principals to participate in ongoing professional development in
school time, as distinct from compliance training, should be indisputable and
projected into the culture of the System.
f) Principals and school councils should be encouraged to break the guilt syndrome
related to principals’ learning time. Schools should allocate regular and
meaningful blocks of funded time to allow the principal to meet collegially with
peers to share school-based and welfare-related problems away from the school
site.
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8.3 What experiences and talents did the principals bring to the collegial
group?
The participants collectively represented a talented group of individuals who in most cases
had heightened social justice awareness, and had been pathfinders in innovative and
progressive pedagogy. They were a diverse group of individuals with multi-dimensional
interests who, even as neophyte principals, brought a rich and broad understanding of
education to the collegial group. They came from all of the school sectors and held in
common many of the values promoted by the CSC. Many of the team had been consultants,
advisors or collaborators in curriculum writing and development teams prior to their
principalships. These broader experiences provided many of the members with the skills of
reflective listening, action research and problem solving.
The participants readily adopted the collegial philosophy. In most cases they described
themselves as equals in the group, buoyed by their colleagues’ acceptance of their visions
and of their contribution to each other’s development. There are no data to compare the
relative talent of this particular cohort with other principals of the time but there were a
significant number of the group who were later recognised with prestigious awards in their
field of endeavour or whose schools were acknowledged as places of excellence. It could
be said that many were publicly acknowledged as high profile educators; certainly the
members of the group identified each other’s capacity for modelling best practice in
particular aspects of educational leadership.
8.3.1 Recommendations
a) The System and those responsible for principal preparation strategies should
encourage potential leaders to broaden their experiences by undertaking short
secondments in Departmental or allied interdepartmental, university and
community positions such as those afforded by consultancy, advisory and
administrative positions.
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b) Principals should be immersed in professional activities that deliberately foster
collegial attitudes and behaviours.
c) Participants in long-term professional development leadership courses should,
where possible, be placed in learning teams with representation from Primary,
Secondary and Special Education fields and have equal representation of gender.
d) Individual talent, knowledge and experience of participants should be celebrated
and acknowledged by the utilisation of such expertise in the delivery of collegialbased courses, and through the tailoring of course activities to maximise the use of
participants’ contributions to the team.

8.4 What conditions contributed to the establishment of collegiality?
The PDP course provided the structural support for the principals’ development and
collegiality was established through the scaffolding of structural, attitudinal/behavioural
and cultural conditions. The principals’ own willingness to accept the conditions was based
on the interrelation between the systematic inculcation of collegial norms, the modelling of
a good andragogical approach for self-actualisation and overt systemic support for the
process. The PDP design was effective and achieved its aims of developing problemsolving skills, collegiality and collaboration among the participants. Overwhelmingly
participants identified trust, time for reflection at the residentials and in their ongoing
collegial group, and the emotional support of their peers as the major conditions that
nurtured their development and further cemented collegial practices.
8.4.1 Recommendations
a) Current Departmental professional learning models for principals should be
examined to compare their collegial support structures with those represented in
the PDP course umbrella.
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b) The conditions of collegiality identified in this study should be subject to further
research to determine the applicability of the conditions in other cases.

8.5 How is collegiality defined by the PDP course, the literature and the
members of the collegial group?
The purpose of this study was not merely to achieve definition but to describe collegiality
as it operated in a collegial group and to determine how a collegial approach can be
effective for the professional and personal support of principals. The case study is intended
to inform principals, departmental administrators and professional development designers
of school leadership courses. By studying the impact of a specific implementation of the
PDP on the professional development and welfare of the cohort of principals who
participated it has substantially added meaning to Duignan’s (1985) study of the
effectiveness of the PDP. It has extended Bazeley’s (1989) evaluation of NSWDE
professional development through collegial groups and it adds definition to Adie’s (1988)
work on how to set up and maintain a collegial group.
Encouraged by the investigations of principals’ support groups in the US (Barnett, 1987a;
Roberts, 1988; Sharp, 1983) and longitudinal studies of principals’ development (Barnett &
Mueller, 1989; Parkay, Currie & Rhodes, 1992; Thomas & Hornsey, 1999) this study has
focused on the role of collegiality through the principals’ peer support group over a long
period of time. It has traced the participants’ understanding of collegiality from their time
as newly-appointed neophytes to their retirement and beyond. The manner in which the
NSWDE collegial group/s were utilised at various stages of the principals’ leadership
revealed a sliding scale of meaning of collegiality. Examination of this varying meaning
resulted in a model of collegiality in its ideal type and a scaffold of certain conditions
which led to its establishment and its sustained entities.
The concept of coadunation, united by growth, came closest to describing what the
participants meant when they spoke about a reified and idealised composite memory of
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collegiality. The study showed that this concept was not sustainable as principals moved
from neophytes to competent leaders then into retirement. Thus two definitions were
postulated, one of an ideal type collegiality and one of a sustainable collegiality. These are
reiterated here.

•

Collegiality in its ideal type is characterised by the acceptance of specific structural,
attitudinal, behavioural and cultural conditions being channelled into a peer-support
function to empower the individual and group to achieve coadunation.

•

Collegial sustainability is built on the practices of a community whose shared
purpose of support requires candor, confidentiality, trust, learning and regular
contact to maintain, negotiate, celebrate and redesign its dynamic social nature.

8.5.1 Recommendations
a) The concept of coadunation should be further investigated to confirm its
applicability as a descriptor in other cases.
b) Designers of group-based collaborative learning models should consider the
notion implied by the term coadunation and determine if current designs promote
this outcome.
c) The research community should further consider the definitions of an ideal type
collegiality and sustainable collegiality.

8.6 How did the principals describe collegiality as helpful to their
professional and social/emotional well-being?
The participants consistently described and agreed on a number of concepts that can now be
identified as helpful to their professional, social and emotional well-being (see Tables 8.1
and 8.2). In most instances they found it difficult in their interviews to separate the
professional from the personal, preferring to see these as inextricably linked in their
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development. They believed that commitment to subtle rules, combined with things like
trust, equality, celebration and respect, created a collegial refuge for their welfare needs.
Some extrapolation of the social and emotional (see Table 8.2) as distinct from the
professional (see Table 8.1) has been attempted in the following summaries. They are based
on the participants’ expression of personal feelings in their stories, interviews, focus groups
and from my observations. The norms, manifestations and outcomes were generalised from
the data as the most commonly articulated or implied factors that contributed to their
professional development and social/emotional well-being. Where possible, the terms used
are couched in the language most often used by the participants to show how they described
collegiality as helpful in effecting school change or in achieving personal reaffirmation.
8.6.1 Recommendations
a) Designers of adult learning, facilitators and consultants should examine the selfactualisation and empowerment components of principals’ learning needs and
consider that these groups believed they did not have, or need an identified leader.
The role of consultants and the notion of facilitators as sources of inspiration and
representatives of System imprimatur should be considered in the provision of
learning designs for groups of principals.
b) The flat model of shared leadership between equals examined in this case has
implications for current models of mentor and mentee or expert and neophyte.
More research needs to be done to determine the relative value of both models to
the development of principals as self-actualising leaders.
c) Principals who wish to establish collegial groups for their professional
development and welfare needs should examine the perceptions of the PDP
principals in Tables 8.1 and 8.2 and use these as a model for guidance, comparison
and further refinement.
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Table 8.1: A summary of participants’ perceptions of collegiality as it operated
through the collegial group to achieve their ongoing professional
development from the NSWDE 1987-88 Metropolitan East PDP course
Collegial Group Norms
and Expectations
Clear ground-rules and
goals

Manifestation of Norm or
Expectation in the
Behaviours and Attitudes
of Participants
Domination curbed, if

⇒

Trust, openness,
vulnerability, non-

⇒

individual succeeded the

Perceived Professional
Outcome by Participants
Determination of priorities

⇒

with help of group, for self

group succeeded

and school

Honest conversations

Willingness to try hunches,

through personal contact

⇒

explore alternatives, use

competitiveness,

(in triads, dyads, group

imagination, provide

confidentiality

meetings & with

feedback

facilitator)
Recognition and
encouragement

Reflective listening,

⇒

Shared leadership, respect
among equals

⇒

allocation of meaningful

Confidence to implement

⇒

strategies and request

time to the real and

support. Courage to accept

relevant issues of the

support. Professional

individual

growth

Suspension of judgment,

Reflection-in-action,

deep questioning, self-

⇒

school improvements,

examination, celebration of

changed strategies,

others’ work

creative solutions.
Affirmed leadership
capabilities
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Table 8.2: A Summary of participants’ perceptions of collegiality as it operated
through the collegial group to achieve their ongoing social/emotional wellbeing from the 1987-88 Metropolitan East PDP course
Collegial Group Norms
and Expectations
We will accept you and

⇒

acknowledge you
Representing an audience

Manifestation of Norm or
Expectation in
Behaviours and Attitudes
of Participants
Courage to reveal

Perceived
Social/Emotional
Outcome by Participants

⇒

inadequacies and talents

⇒

of significance

Genuine interest in others’

Fellowship - freedom from
feelings of isolation

⇒

growth

Warmth, raised selfesteem, belonging.
Personal growth

Enjoyment of each others’

⇒

company

Performance encouraged,

⇒

Recognition of a unique

participation expected,

concept and intent to

commitment to each other

maintain, nourish and
sustain a good thing

Our community is a refuge

The person is celebrated,

⇒

⇒

we reward the team and

It is safe to change, it is

⇒

Free to express fear, anger,

alright to share my

fun, frustration,

emotions

disappointment, joy

Energy, vigour and

⇒

excitement

pride in self, school and
collegial group members

the individual
Changing outdated
attitudes and behaviours is
positive growth

⇒

Care, sensitivity and
empathy for individuals

⇒

Display emotional
intelligence in personal,
school and collegial group
interaction
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8.7 How did the collegial group change over time?
Four group stages revealing varying expressions of collegiality were identified by this
study. These are:
•

Stage one - coadunation (the ideal type);

•

Stage two - amalgamation and consolidation;

•

Stage three - demonstration, celebration and diversification;

•

Stage four - congeniality and nostalgia.

Collegiality was seen in its most potent form by the case study participants in stage one,
when a raft of conditions of collegiality, bound together by their structural,
attitudinal/behavioural and cultural categories, allowed coadunation to develop in the
group. Coadunation describes the way that individuals could have separate goals, yet also
work together as a united entity to support each other’s growth. Coadunation occurred
when participants were in the earlier stages of their principalship and collegial group
operation.
Stages one and two were seen by all participating collegial group members to be the time
when collegiality was closest to its ideal type and, while they maintained that collegiality
was sustained throughout the seventeen years of their organisation, it was qualitatively
different to the ideal type in stage one. There were deliberate attempts by the group to share
their experiences of coadunation with other networks of principals. Plans to formalise this
activity to reach wider audiences were not actualised. Principals believed that such
arrangement would change the nature of their collegial operation by requiring individuals to
adopt leadership roles within the group. They also felt that the concept was best transferred
to their own schools as their energies where directed to uniting their own staffs around their
schools’ learning goals and achievement of various pedagogical projects. Coadunation was
shown to have faded in the group as each member developed leadership competence and
achieved her or his set goals.
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Currently (2005) collegiality is characterised by congeniality and nostalgia and there is no
knowing if there will ever be a stage five for this group. The importance of the collegial
group to the individual members has been acknowledged in the retirement speeches of
many of the participants and most of the team have attended the retirement functions as
well-wishers or speakers. At the last retirement in early 2005, I, as the participant observer.
wondered if the group could continue, and if so will the conditions of stage four endure, or
will it move into another incarnation? Has this study in fact acted to further the need to
meet and/or even embellish something that has neared its end? The indicators are that the
group has further plans for travelling and touring together but aging and health factors are
now emerging as limitations to some activities in the lives of the members.
8.7.1 Recommendations
a) Participants in collegial learning communities should recognise the commitment
required to support other’s learning.
b) Members of collaborative, collegial and mentored communities should
acknowledge the intensive nature of the initial stages of group formation and the
emotional power of coadunation.
c) Designers and funding bodies of long-term collegial courses should acknowledge
that collegiality has not ended when coadunation has been replaced by concepts
such as consolidation, celebration, diversification, nostalgia and congeniality.
d) Researchers should examine the stages identified in this study and compare these
with the perceptions of participants in other long-term, collegial communities.
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8.8 Which conditions were most effective in building the collegial
community?
This question is similar to 8.4 but the emphasis is more on how the community was built.
Again the processes that were most effective in establishing the collegial community were
initially associated with the structural support of the PDP with its systematic building of an
ideology that the individuals accepted as their own. This philosophy was maintained
through the participants’ own attitudes and behaviours that set the practices for the group’s
culture. The acceptance of an ideal type subtly dictated the way collegiality operated within
the group. As mentioned, this was subsequently modified by the participants over four
stages in the life of the collegial group. The participants agreed that all of the interrelated
aspects of the design, support structures, attitudes and behaviours combined to effectively
build the collegial community. However they perceived that some of the support structures
covered by the PDP umbrella were more important than others. For example, they rarely
recalled the material in learning modules and, unlike Cameron’s (1982) finding of the
importance of consultancy in the TSDP, the participants in this study placed minimal
emphasis on this factor. The most important structures for building their collegial
communities were:
•

the allocation of meaningful time to meet with peers;

•

the communication at residential retreats;

•

the imprimatur of the System (trust) and transference of that value in peer
interaction;

•

the triad/dyad/group/facilitator interaction.

Aligned with the PDP course structures, a scaffold of conditions similar to Kochan’s (2002)
categories of ‘System, Structure, Support and Human Dimensions’ (pp.270-271) was
identified under structural, attitudinal/behavioural and cultural categories as having
developed both the concept of collegiality and the practice of a collegial community. The
willingness and ability of participants to adopt and adapt these conditions was based on
trust and the authenticity of the implementation.
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8.8.1 Recommendation
a) Principals and professional development designers should consider the power of
triad and dyad formations to undertake more intensive welfare and professional
development for group members in the initial stages of trust building and
developing community.

8.9 Which conditions were most effective in sustaining the collegial
community?
The PDP course also set some processes in place that were most effective in sustaining the
collegial community of learners. While the input of a good facilitator was seen as effective
in building the collegial community it was less important for sustaining that community.
The facilitator role had inbuilt obsolescence and was replaced by the collegial group’s
ability to support its own direction. The consultant’s role was also superseded by the
group’s capacity to cater for its own resource needs. The course modules did little to sustain
the collegial group, and according to Gaut (Interview, 24 April 2002), Ikin (Interview, 1
May 2002) and Rice (Interview, 14 May 2002), they were unwieldy, under-utilised and
unsustainable. The collegial group members rarely utilised them but techniques from some
modules, modelled at the residentials, like the problem-solving we agree approach and the
fishbowl, helped to sustain collegial practice.
Ongoing communication processes have been most important in sustaining the group. This
did not require a leader although there were shared and rotated responsibilities undertaken
that ensured the continuation of communication. To some degree the conducting of this
research has in itself been a purpose for continued communication and group organisation.
From the beginnings of the PDP the forms of face-to-face communication moved through
formal and informal meetings of triads, dyads and groups to the amalgamation of two
groups. Initially the setting of dates in diaries was used to ensure that meetings occurred,
with the telephone being used for regular between-meeting contact. As technology became
more available to principals the fax machine became the way of setting up we agree
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exercises to be confirmed at meetings in much the same way as researchers might gain
information and test it by ‘member checking’. The archival faxes provide substantial
evidence of the ongoing processes of the group and in later years this form of
communication was subsequently replaced by email (except in the case of Jason who still
receives a phone call or a hard copy). Regular meetings, in various formats such as the
dyads, triads and whole-group, sustained the group. This supports Mikkelson’s finding
(1989) that the frequency of meetings among principals increase their level of
collaboration.
The most effective process in sustaining the group was the notion of distributed leadership.
This was not a mentorship model. All participants were considered to be equal and none
was identified as the leader. The conditions of collegiality themselves maintained and
nurtured the group. It has been shown how these declined in applicability according to
various stages of the group. Those required for coadunation, while most revered by
participants as essential to their individual and group needs, were less important in the later
stages that were characterised by celebration and diversification, congeniality and nostalgia.
The sustainability of the collegial group required aspects of structure, attitude, behaviour
and culture that became more useful or less useful as the group matured. But at all times the
sustainability of the group required loyalty, candor, confidentiality, trust, learning and
regular contact to maintain, negotiate, celebrate and redesign its dynamic social nature. The
most enduring of the collegial conditions were those involving rosy reflection and the
continuation of a sense of occasion.
While the group’s purpose is no longer associated with the needs of educational leadership
it still recognises individual learning and the sharing of that with members. This
encompasses the learning of people moving into retirement and the transference of their
leadership skills into new arenas. Every one of the thirteen principals is currently involved
in learning. Jason, for example, is researching and writing a chapter for a book and, while
he has not yet seen the need for electronic communication, he has shared his drafts in hard
copy with members and sought feedback. Roland learnt how to be a tour guide, has taken
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members on trips, shares drafts of his poetry, and is currently learning how to be a marriage
celebrant. Veronica shares the planning of adult learning experiences for her seminars at the
University of the Third Age, Anton adjudicates at the eisteddfod and various others are
involved in leadership roles in community organisations. Some indeed are learning to deal
with illness. Their propensity for active involvement in other professions and community
life coincides with that reported by Thomas and Hornsey (1999) of Gorman’s (1999) study
of fifteen retired principals who were ‘leading remarkably active and socially-involved
lives’(p.7).
8.9.1 Recommendation
a) Further research is needed to locate other professional groups who claimed to have
had no leader within their membership yet survived with the use of distributed
power and shared responsibilities.

8.10 What can the experiences of principals who undertook the PDP
contribute to principals in the new millennium and current designers
of professional development for educational leaders?
The findings of this study have enriched the current body of work on collegiality as it
relates to peer groups for the support of principals’ professional development and welfare.
By showing how a particular cohort of principals used both formal course structures and the
collegial group experiences for their professional and personal learning this work provides
another case study to add to an understudied field. By virtue of its longitudinal focus, the
study straddles the decades from 1973 to 2005 from the era of the NSWDE antecedent
courses through the OD influence of the 1980s, the rationalization and accountability focus
of the 1990s, and locates its reflective lessons into the twenty-first century.
The currency of the term collegiality in the principalship seems to have faded from the
educational leadership literature during the 1990s although it emerges from time to time
(Brundrett, 1998; Hossler, 2000; Marlow et al. 2005). Most of the current discourse on
collegiality still relates to teachers’ work (Blackmore, 1999; Fielding, 1999; Hargreaves,
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1999; Jarzabkowski, 2000; Thomson, 1999; Warren-Little, 1999; Rice, 2002). In the late
1990s and the new millennium, collegiality is more likely to be used in conjunction with
collaboration, or usurped by concepts of learning communities, mentoring, shadowing,
authentic leadership (Duignan & Bhindi, 1997), action-learning coaching and matters of
ethics and spirituality (Bennett, 2000; Bhindi & Duignan, 1997). To a degree the concept of
collegiality has now been absorbed in, or at least enhanced by, theories such as
communities of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998; Wenger et al., 2002)] and
emotional intelligence (Goleman, 1995; Goleman et al., 2002; Ryback, 1998). The recent
work of Marlow, Kyed and Connors (2005) however, on the concept of kuleana,23 provides
some interesting new directions in the field, and appears to have connections with the
concepts of kiononia, and coadunation as addressed in this study of collegiality.
To consider the relevance of this study to the development of principals today, it is
pertinent to move briefly to the views of those in the final participant category outlined in
the methodology, five current NSWDET principals (see Chapter Three, Table 3.2 and
group F). These participants provide currency and context on the role of the principal and
their professional development today, and their views have been included in a minor way to
focus the recommendations of this historical case study on the needs of NSWDET
principals in the new millennium. The way they described their responsibilities as
principals in their interviews had much in common with the PDP principals’ descriptions of
the 1980s and 1990s and the responsibilities undertaken by Florence Ramstead in 1979 (see
Chapter Four). For example, the responsibilities still include student welfare,
communication, care for the people in the school community, knowledge of curriculum,
awareness of procedures, management and leadership. However, the way the role is
articulated today is vastly different from that described in Ramstead’s poem. The era
Ramstead portrays acted as a contextual starting point for my study of the journey of
thirteen principals through decades of growing complexity up to and beyond their
retirements in 2005. In stark contrast to Ramstead’s day in the life of a principal is the
23

Kuleana is described by Marlow et al. as a Hawaiian concept which implies a sense of responsibility,
respect and accountability for the community. They contend that it provides a critical foundation for
collegiality and collaboration.
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following account of a day in the life of a principal in the new millennium. It was elicited
from Nan (pseudonym) and it resonates with the cumulative picture of the growing tensions
and ambiguities of the principal’s role as revealed by the thirteen PDP participants
throughout the study. Nan has no collegial group and describes her job as lonely and at
times overwhelming.
A Day in the Life of a Principal 2001
At 8.30 I sat down in my office to a meeting with the parent of a child who I have
suspended on various occasions. I had organised for the itinerant Behaviour Support
Officer, a psychologist, class teacher and grade supervisor all to be in attendance. We
highlighted the few positives the child had displayed and tried to help the mother see how
she needed to reinforce what we were doing. The mother seems to have given up on her
responsibility to discipline the child and could not understand why we needed to talk to her
again about his behaviour. During the interview a teacher rushed in to say that the child in
question had just bashed another child and the ambulance was being called.
The meeting was dissolved and in the presence of the mother explanations were sought.
The child was again suspended and is to be closely monitored on return to school.
The hurt child was taken to hospital and I talked with his mother and tried to explain how
responsible the staff are and how there was a teacher on duty at the time and the teachers in
this school are very caring. During this sensitive process a teacher was to be heard close by
yelling at another child. I was embarrassed and angry and felt this teacher’s behaviour had
made a mockery of my reassurance to this mother on how caring we are.
After this a staff member who is on a rehabilitation program came to talk to me about the
rehab program. This took fifteen minutes as we considered appropriate activities.
Next I am told that a class doing fitness has witnessed a suspected robbery at a nearby
house as a person was seen running with household goods under his arm. I investigated
with the teacher and class and reported this to the police.
I then undertook the paperwork for the suspension of the child I had sent home earlier
which took twenty minutes with many interruptions of phone calls and requests during that
time.
By this time it was close to recess and the GIO24 rang to ask me to give a statement about
the workers compensation claim of a staff member. It was alleged by the staff member that
24

GIO is the Government Insurance Agency. One of its roles is to administer Workers Compensation claims
(referred to colloquially as Compo).
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she had been expected to undertake duties outside of her role statement. This happened
before my time as principal and I did not know if I should make a statement so said I would
ring back after I had sought legal advice from the DET25 legal office. I tried ringing the
legal office but no one was available to talk to me...perhaps they were having their morning
tea!
About to get some coffee but a teacher stormed in to say he was refusing to take an extra
child in his class who was enrolled this morning and that the class sizes arrangements that
we all agreed to at the beginning of the year did not suit him and according to policy he did
not have to take the extra child. I was very disappointed with his reaction. I would deal
with his attitude later but for now I told him he was part of a team and needed to look at the
big picture not just his own. I assured him we would deal with the restructuring of classes
in the staff meeting. For the sake of the new student I put him into another class, which was
a composite.26
I checked the memorandum on class sizes which said classes need not exceed blah, blah
and the effects of restructuring on the whole school blah, blah, then drew up a chart with
some class restructuring proposals which would be the least disruptive to the whole
school27. I put this in the staff room for discussion at the staff meeting.
Recess is just finishing, and still no cuppa. I negotiated the change of class with the teacher
of the composite and the new child changed rooms. Suddenly a child arrived in tears saying
the new child, just placed in the composite, has her school bag which was stolen when her
house was broken into last week!! Now what do I do?
I checked with the teacher and sure enough the bag had this child’s name on it. Was it my
responsibility to report this to the police? What was this going to do to the innocent
students involved? I rang the legal branch back to add this to my other query. Still no one
available. I instructed the child not to make too much fuss about it to the new child but to
let her parents know when she got home and perhaps they could ring the police.

25

The NSWDE became the New South Wales Department of Education and Training in 1996 and is still
referred to as the Department or as the DET.
26
Composite classes are those formed to combine more than one age cohort and usually include two grades
close together in developmental terms (eg. older kindergarten and younger year one students). Composites are
generally formed because of the staffing formula, which determines the number of children that may not be
exceeded in any one class. The decision on the make-up of composite classes is sometimes made on
pedagogical grounds, but often, because of students enrolling or transferring after the classes have been
established, the placement of students into classes may be arbitrary.
27
The numbers of new enrolments were causing some classes to exceed the staffing formula. A decision to
restructure classes may happen early in the school year before routines and friendships become established.
Some schools interpret this industrially while others meet and negotiate for classes to exceed the formula. It is
a disruptive and potentially divisive exercise which would have been a significant culture-defining moment
for this new principal.
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My one interaction with a class was when I crossed the playground to check with the
teacher about the school bag. I said to year one, who were doing a gardening project, ‘Wow
that’s a great job you are doing!’
At 11.45am I grabbed my first cup of coffee since arriving at school at 8.15 am. The next
issue was a bunch of high school kids walking through the playground and causing
disruption. I told them to leave. They were abusive and left. I recognised some and rang my
principal colleague at the high school to report the incident. She would follow this up as
she does on a regular basis. I wrote a statement for her and all of this took up thirty minutes
(again not an uninterrupted thirty minutes).
Lunch was taken up with discussions in the staff room of the chart I had put up for
consideration on restructured classes prior to tomorrow’s staff meeting. Also I signed the
suspension letter and tried ringing legal branch again. No luck. I ate while I was waiting on
the phone for the Department to answer and signed cheques at the same time.
After lunch I took the excursion money to the bank and when I returned there was a line-up
outside my office and a loud commotion going on. The teacher explained that yesterday
Max had kicked and punched another child over a lunch box and now his grandmother was
here to see me. She had Max with her. She was screaming at the teacher and now at me.
‘You are all picking on him’, she yelled at me, ‘I never have any trouble with him at
home’. The grandmother is caring for the child as his mum is not on the scene. I pacify the
grandmother, get her out of the corridor and into my office and try to tell her that her
grandson does regularly display disruptive behaviour. She refuses to believe any of it. I say
our main concern is with his behaviour and his speech problem. She says he doesn’t have a
problem and that we just make him anxious. Meanwhile he is pulling at my filing cabinet,
kicking the desk and throwing himself on the floor. This I explain is what he is like in
class. ‘Well’ she says ‘he doesn’t like to sit down and you make him sit down in class’. I
explain he is just one of thirty in the room and that he must do as he is told. Finally she is
gone and promising to allow him to be seen by the speech therapist, but still adamant that
we pick on him.
The president of the P&C28 was waiting to see me about some inclusions in the newsletter.
I hoped he hadn’t heard the commotion. We have a quick chat, I agree to the inclusions.
Its three thirty, I have a meeting with the intervention teacher29, sign more cheques for the
teacher to take on tomorrow’s excursion and write a memo for those who have not seen the
class restructuring proposals.
I am conscious that I have not had time to follow-up with the teacher of Max who had been
yelled at by Max’s grandmother. I’ll ring her tonight when I get home. As for talking to the
28

P&C is the Parents and Citizens Association in the school who meet regularly to assist the school with its
decision making and also support school activities through fundraising.
29
Intervention teachers are provided as itinerant support staff according to schools’ need for assistance with
behaviourally dysfunctional students.
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teacher who refused the new child and the one who got him with his stolen bag, it is now
4.30pm and they have gone home. This will have to be a priority for tomorrow.
So at 4.30pm I ring legal branch. I got the most rude and obnoxious person whose response
to my query about the stolen bag was, ‘What’s it got to do with you?’ She spoke to me as if
I was a nuisance for asking stupid questions. I was so flustered by her response and felt so
unsupported that I forgot to ask her whether I should give a statement to GIO about the
compo claim. Something else to follow up!
At two minutes to five with nothing on my desk done I left notes for the DP30 who would
be relieving for me over the next two days as I have a principals’ conference to attend.31 I
let her know I will drive back from my conference tomorrow afternoon for the staff
meeting and to speak to a couple of teachers. I pick up all of the papers on my desk and
take them home to do tonight. I feel exhausted and frustrated and wonder what I have done
all day – But tomorrow’s another day and basically I know I can make a difference. All in
all, I like being here. Despite how negative this may all sound, I do get positive feedback
on my leadership from staff and community. (Nan, Story, 2001)
As Nan’s story suggests, conditions faced now by educational leaders have changed
dramatically since the PDP principals began their road to leadership in the 1970s. Their
stories and interviews and my own experience as a principal suggest that while Nan’s story
has many parallels with our own needs as neophyte principals, the role has grown in
complexity throughout the 1980s and 1990s to encompass a more intensive concentration
on social, industrial and welfare-related matters in the new millennium. Given both the
similarities of isolation and insecurity that face new principals and the contextual
differences in the eras it is pertinent to ask what can be gleaned by today’s leaders from a
longitudinal study of thirteen of their mostly retired peers?
It would be naive to imagine that the social and educational conditions of the PDP could be
replicated. It emerged in the heady times of the CSC and was underpinned in the 1980s by
generous provisions of funds and unquestioned allocations of time for reflection. It was a
time when an external bureaucrat would have dealt with many of the matters occupying
Nan’s time. However, Nan claims she does not know how to go about accessing a collegial
group despite having participated in a ‘Departmental Leadership Preparation Program’
30
31

DP is the Deputy Principal.
Driving back meant covering a distance of 220 kilometres
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prior to her principalship. It was a modularised course that built on practical applications at
the school site but as she said in hindsight: ‘Only the reality of the job makes you realise
the modules you should have chosen.’ She further said:
As an Assistant Principal there were a lot of things I hadn’t had any contact
with, that, all of a sudden I had to implement. I had never suspended a child.
I had never had to deal with a rehab. program. I had never had to ring the
case management unit. I’d never had parent’s complaints to District Office
that came back to me to deal with. I might have heard about those things but
it’s very different when you have to take on that responsibility. (Nan,
Interview, 14 May 2002)
These experiences were similar to those of the PDP participants in their first year of
principalship. Even if Nan had chosen more specific modules the PDP participants’
experience was that modularised learning was rarely useful. Their mode of support more
successfully came from meeting with triad members or calling others in the collegial group
to confirm their actions.
This is not to say that collegial style courses were not available to Nan in 2002. As
mentioned in Chapter One 1.4, ‘The Principal and School Development Project (PSDP)’
(NSW Department of Education and Training, 2002) included a mentored approach. In the
PSDP, senior or experienced principals nominated themselves as mentors for groups of
principals. In an account of this model, Seymour, a primary principal, describes as follows
a highly successful collegial group. It had something of the emotional power of collegiality
as it existed in the PDP but operated quite differently to the 1987 PDP. His facilitator was
another more senior principal, a mentor but also a collegial group member.
I was a brand new principal when expressions of interest were sought by the
Training and Development Unit in 2000 encouraging principals to organise a
group and to pick a model, a topic, or a project that we wanted to work on
individually or as a group to improve something in our school. And that was
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virtually what we did. Some of us talked about it at a principals’ council
meeting and found out who was interested. We self-selected our group, there
were eight of us, with S who I approached to be our mentor. I went to S and
said: ‘This is something I’d like to be involved in; I want to learn and I think
with a group of people would be a good way to do it.’ I chose her as a
facilitator because she was young but a very experienced principal and we
just happened to get on really well. The rest of us in the group were all in our
first, second or third year of principalship.
We submitted our list of eight people to the Department and S facilitated it
all for us. She got us together and said: ‘Let’s determine the things that we
might look at.’ She would go in and talk to the Leadership Unit and they
would work out what sort of topics and projects were happening and then,
we decided what we would do. Everybody had an individual project the first
year, including S, and we’d meet at least once a term at each other’s school.
We’d have a meal and sit down and just clear the air. And then we’d report
back on our topic and what the research was going like. Then for the next
two years, we picked a common topic that we were all struggling with and
this really helped too. Those two years were great because we decided this is
what we wanted to do together. (Seymour, Interview, 26 July 2002)
Seymour was adamant that the collegiality of his group contributed to his development as a
neophyte principal over a three-year period but he did not experience the basic components
of triads or residentials that participants in this study believe cemented their loyalty and
contributed to the sustainability of their group. In an example, quite different from the
loyalty and lifelong membership of the PDP principals, Seymour expressed some grief over
the loss of his group. When he moved some fifty-six kilometres away to become a principal
in another district, he was no longer considered to be part of the collegial group. In fact as
the following shows, he could be replaced:
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Two of us have moved on now and we all had a meeting Wednesday night,
an informal meeting and they’re saying, ‘who are we going to invite in to
replace these two?’ It was a social thing in the middle of week one of the
term and I’m thinking, ‘I don’t need this’ but I made the effort. I wanted to
see them all again, to see how they were going and what things were
happening. They are going to pick somebody else. (Seymour, Interview, 26
July 2002)
When two of the case study PDP principals moved to regions up to one-hundred and sixty
kilometres from their original Metropolitan East District they continued to fully operate in
the group. Even when principals retired they continued to fully operate in the group. As
Anton recalls:
When Jeanette and I retired we found it quite interesting that we were still
part of the group. I didn’t make any move to be invited to the next meeting
after retiring, but I was automatically invited. I was automatically regarded
as part of that group, and the fact that I had retired was more or less
irrelevant. (Anton, Interview, 14 May 2001)
In Seymour’s more recent example of principals’ collegiality the group appeared to have
initially shared unity around individual growth. They later moved to a collaborative group
project, which was a process that gave them support and purpose. Seymour’s group had a
definite leader, mentor and organiser. After their project was completed, he believed the
need to meet was less important. Conversely the PDP principals did not have a joint
project; in fact they rejected moves to undertake one believing it would place leadership in
the hands of one or two members. While Seymour’s group was not sustainable it was
supportive of his learning and his welfare and he did grow as a result of his collegial
participation. He believed it would be important for him to establish another collegial
group and he had already taken steps to initiate one in his new district. He, unlike Nan, felt
empowered to establish another group, with or without the need for a course structure.
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Anne reported a contrary experience of the same PSDP course, conducted in a different
district. She maintained that the collegial component was loose and forced. She believed
that clear ground rules and goals were missing. She said it was difficult to access and not
Systemically promoted by significant departmental officers like district superintendents.
She discovered it by accident and, as the following attests, she felt that the lack of structural
support limited its effectiveness: ‘I think its wishy washy. I still have to write up
something. I just think the initial kicking off when we had that weekend workshop on the
PSDP should have been much clearer as to the expectations and how it was to operate’
(Anne, Interview, 21 January 2002).
Anne is an experienced principal and, like Seymour, confident at finding her collegial
support at venues such as Principals’ Council or in her own school. Eileen, who was once a
participant in a PDP course, saw the need for collegiality to be built more purposefully into
today’s courses for new leaders. She, like Seymour and Anne, could also find her own
collegial group but felt neophytes were less capable of showing their vulnerability,
especially at their school site. She said:
I think the difference between what we’re doing now in the PSDP and the
earlier PDP of the ’80s is that, we being a group of experienced principals
could take the lead. We could invite other people that we knew to get
together, those who were looking at a similar issue. (Eileen, Interview, 23
January 2002)
Adam participated in and enjoyed the TSDP as a new principal but he also felt that, ‘loose
collegial groups form anyway.’ He had the confidence to approach his peers. He noted:
There’s Principals Council with a whole lot of contacts. I’ve approached
people I’ve known who had a particular skill in a particular area. If I’ve got a
problem I go to them, rather than just hanging loose or not solving the issue.
As a new principal I don’t think I ever went to the superintendent, oh, I went
to him a couple of times; the situation with the copper smelter was when I
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went to him for advice. These were real big issues, huge, and I was prepared
to take the children out of the school.
I’ve taken the opportunity to become involved in the Principals School
Development Program, a two-year program where we take on board a topic
and work through that. I’m in a small group of two other principals. We sit
down and talk once a term about how we’re going. We’re all new principals.
We talk about the sort of things we’re putting in place and our problems. I
find it good. (Adam, Interview, 14 May 2002)
The final view on the current need for collegial-based learning for principals comes from
Michael. He and Anne, as experienced principals, have both participated in the
Departmental redesign of a capabilities framework (Scott, 2003) for effective professional
learning. Michael explained how this framework has supports that differ to that provided by
the PDP umbrella.; for example, the ability to move collegiality into new modes of contact,
such as:
…the intranet leadership web page designed specifically for school leaders.
It has a chat site, forum for ideas, policy links and is dynamic and interactive
enough to allow dialogue with the principal and identified, experienced
contact people. (Michael, Interview, 2 May 2004)
Michael argued that this electronic contact had potential to support principals in isolated
areas. That the website also links to Departmental policy and legal information should have
significant benefits for principals who, like Nan, may have waited for hours on the
telephone only to be disillusioned with the resulting attitude to her inquiry. He further
outlined the NSWDET intention to follow a more collegial approach for the induction of
new principals, stating that the program:
…has moved from a two-day, symbolic event, where principals were
introduced to figureheads and policy, to a process of twelve to eighteen
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months involving mentoring, coaching networks, collegial support. There is
a lot of weight placed on the research into capabilities underpinning this and
the programs for principals’ continuing development, particularly in relation
to stress and welfare. (Michael, Interview, 2 May 2004)
There are many parallels in today’s climate with the experiences of principals who
undertook the PDP. However, recently retired PDP participants (Paul, Roland, Melba,
Jennie, Cornel) believe there has been a significant reduction in opportunities for principals
to engage in ongoing professional dialogue and collaboration. They believe the operational
culture of the Department currently works against the type of collegiality we enjoy, and
have enjoyed over many years. There is therefore much uncovered in this study that will be
useful in comparing how collegiality is defined, expressed or suppressed in the new
millennium.
8.10.1 Recommendations
a) Further research should consider the benefits and disadvantages of web-based
collegial contact. Does it lead to community or to further individualism?
b) Designers of professional development programs for principals should
consult the NSW Secondary Principals Council ‘Principals’ Welfare Survey’
(NSW Secondary Principals Council, 2000) which recommends, among other
things, the establishing of networks of current and retired principals and
consortiums of principals to promote best practice, innovative programs and
change. In particular designers should consider the linking of principal
welfare with the need for training programs to be delivered by a network of
peers, using problem-solving approaches in small groups.
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8.11 Concluding Summary
The experiences of the thirteen principals in this case study confirm Ponticell’s (1995)
findings that consistent, substantive and structured interaction changes professional
relationships. Principals not only need courses, they also need flexible practices that
empower them as learners and also allow them to grow in collegial capacity. Such practices
should include:
a) Systemic trust and generous amounts of time for in-and out-of school collegial
learning practices, dialogue on professional issues and problem solving.
b) Learning within teams and networks of same-stage principals where learning is
from each other, not from remote experts. This should not necessarily discount
mentors or the facilities available through intranet leadership web sites, but these
should not replace opportunities for collegial group/triad/dyad learning. Leaders
who develop professionally and personally through collegial peer groups are likely
to share a responsibility for the learning of other colleagues and for the development
of their schools as collegial, professional learning communities
c) Cultivating a culture that convinces principals and the general public that school
leaders are worthy of having time and money invested in their ongoing personal
welfare and professional development.
d) Residentials of at least three-day duration with follow-up retreats.
This study has presented an enduring coalition of people who were matched at a similar
career stage and who developed individually and together over many years in an
environment of collegiality that has rarely been depicted in the literature. Further case
studies of other collegial groups of principals will be of benefit for the understanding of the
role of collegiality in the professional development and welfare of school principals.
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List of Participants and their Contributions to the Study

Adam, (Interview, 14 May 2002). The role of the principal in 2000 and training for the job.
Andonia, (Letter, 1 January 2003b). My Thoughts about Collegiality and Professional
Development.
Andonia, (Questionnaire response, 5 March 1993).
Andonia, (Clarification Exercise, 24 May 2003).
Anne, (Interview, 21 January 2002). The needs of principals for peer support. Reflections
on welfare needs of principals in a restructured Department of Education.
Anton, (Interview, 14 May 2001). Reflections on working in the NSW Department of
Education, involvement in the Professional Development of Principals Course and the
Collegial Group.
Anton, (Questionnaire Response, 5 March 1993).
Armour, L. (Questionnaire Response, 5 March 1993b).
Cameron, W. G. (Interview, 3 January 2003). The history of the Total School Development
Program.
Cameron, W. G. (Clarification Exercise, 20 February 2005). Member checking exercise of
interview analysis in draft thesis.
Cornel, (Interview, 25 March 2002). Reflections on working in the NSW Department of
Education, involvement in the Professional Development of Principals Course and the
Collegial Group.
Cornel, (Questionnaire Response, 5 March 1993).
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Duignan, P. (Interview, 26 March 2002). Reflections on the history of the design and
implementation of the Professional Development of Principals Course from 1983 to 1986.
Eileen, (Interview, 23 January 2002). The Need for Collegiality for New and Experienced
Principals: Views from the past PDP and later training initiatives.
Gaut, C. (Interview, 24 April 2002). Reflections of the New South Wales Department of
Education Designs for Principals’ Learning and In-service Implementation During the
Nineteen Seventies.
Ikin, R. (Interview, 1 May 2002). Reflections on the development and implementation of the
1986 Professional Development of Principals Course and current equivalent training
programs: A NSW and Victorian perspective.
James , (Focus group, 7 September 2003). Focus Group Activity, Number 4.
James, (Clarification Exercise, 28 March 2004). Reflections on teaching in the 60s and 70s.
James, (Questionnaire Response, 5 March 1993).
Jason, (Interview, 24 April 2002). My reflections on working in the NSW Department of
Education, involvement in the Professional Development of Principals Course and the
Collegial Group.
Jason, (Focus group, 7 September 2003). Focus Group Activity, Number 4.
Jason, (Clarification Exercise, 28 June 2004) Member checking of story.
Jason, (Clarification Exercise, 29 June 2005).
Jeanette, (Interview, 6 February 2002). The life of our collegial group.
Jennie, (Interview, 7 February 2002). My growth through the collegial experience.
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Jennie, (Focus group, 7 September 2003). Focus Group Activity, Number 4.
Keith, (Interview, 28 November 2001). Memories of the 1987 South Coast implementation
of the PDP.
Koshemakin, J. (Interview, 14 March 2002). My recollections of my role as a facilitator in
the PDP.
Langshaw, E. M. (Interview, 15 June 2002). Reflections on Models of In-Service Education
from 1973 to 1980 designed by the NSW Department of Education, Division of Services.
Langshaw, E. M. (Clarification Exercise, 30 July 2002).
Melba, (Interview, 8 July 2001). Reflections on the PDP and the role of the principal.
Melba, (Questionnaire Response, 5 March 1993).
Michael, (Interview, 2 May, 2003) Trends in NSWDET policy for professional learning of
Principals: The Geoff Scott Framework.
Nan, (Interview, 14 May 2002). Reflections on my first experiences in the principalship.
Nan, (Story, 2001). A Day in the Life of a Principal.
Paul, (Fax Message, 20 October 1993). Proposal for collegial Meeting on 19 November
1993.
Paul, (Focus group, 7 September 2003). Responses at Focus Group Activity, Number4
Paul, (Interview, 8 July 2002) My reflections on the principal’s role in management,
instructional leadership and collegiality from 1987 to 2001.
Paul, (Questionnaire Response, 5 March 1993).
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Roland, (Clarification Exercise, 24 May 2005).
Roland (Interview, 19 February 2001). Reflections on Professional Development and my
Career in the New South Wales Education System.
Roland, (Questionnaire Response, 5 March 1993).
Ramstead, F. (Interview, 22 March 2003). Reflections on my role as a consultant in the
Total School Development Program in the 1980s.
Ramstead, F. (1979). A Day in the Life of a Principal: an unpublished poem. Sydney.

Rice, A. (Interview, 14 May 2002). Reflections on NSW Department of Education
professional development offerings from 1976 to 1986.
Seymour, (Interview, 26 July 2002). My Experiences in a Collegial group from 1998 to
2000.
Stokes, S. (Interview, 24 April 2002). My role in the resourcing and implementation of the
1986 pilot of the Professional Development of Principals Course.
Strong, R. (Interview, 14 May 2002). My role as a consultant in the 1987 Professional
Development of Principals Course.
Thomas, R. (email response, 28 May 2001). Involvement of Armidale CAE in the PDP
design.
Trudy, (Questionnaire Response, in lieu of interview, 2002). My memories of the PDP.
Veronica, (a talk delivered to colleagues, September 1991)
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Veronica, (Clarification Exercise, 29 June 2005).
Veronica, (Interview, 19 February 2002). My memories of working in the NSW Department
of Education, involvement in the Professional Development of Principals Course and the
Collegial Group.
Veronica, (Letter, incomplete date, 2003). Reflecting on Bundanoon.
Veronica, (Focus group, 7 September 2003). Focus Group Activity, Number 4.
Ward, (Interview, 18 July 2002). Memories of the Collegial Group and Bundanoon
Ward, (Questionnaire Response, 5 March 1993).
Ward, (Focus group, 7 September 2003). Focus Group Activity, Number 4.
Warrick, (Interview, 23 January 2002). Reflections on the 1987 South Coast
implementation of the PDP.
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Appendix 1 Time-line of some major impacts or influences on professional
development for NSWDE principals over two decades
pre 1973 Education Public Instruction Act
-1973 Karmel report on Schools in Australia
Schools Commission Act
NSWDE forms Division of Services to administer Inservice

-1974 Commonwealth Schools Commission begins functioning
NSWDE Courses For School Executives Stages 1 and 2 begin

-1975 NSWDE Courses For School Executives Stages 3 and 4 begin
-1977 NSW Anti Discrimination Act
NSWDE pilot In-service School Development Project
(forerunner of Total School Development Program)

-1978 NSWDE introduces new Staff Development Program replacing staged courses for
Principals with generic skills courses

-1979 NSWDE introduced Managing the Schools Document as policy
-1982 CSC research identifies national continuing education offerings for principals
NSWDE introduced the Total School Development Program

-1983 CSC research into The Role of the Australian School Principal
-1984 NSWDE issues a revised Managing the Schools Policy
-1985 Professional Development of Principals Course Pilot
-1986 NSWDE develops Statement of Corporate Purpose and Goals
-1987 Education and Public Instruction Act Amended
Metropolitan East Region’s implementation of the PDP

-1988 Commonwealth Schools Commission ceases operation
-1989 Carrick Report Review of NSW Schools
Scott Review Schools Renewal

-1990 Excellence and Equity White Paper on NSW Curriculum reform
The Education Reform Act
The demise of the inspectorial system

-1992 NSWDSE The Role of the Principal policy statement
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Appendix 2: A response to the official evaluation of the course and its impact on the
school and the individual principal in 1988
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Appendix 3: An example of typical interview questions - Group A
These questions are from the interview with Col Gaut 24th April 2002. The questions were
semi-structured as well as guided by the directions of the interviewee’s replies. The
responses have been deleted.
I* We’re talking about the project of national significance that you were heavily involved in during
the eighties as a project of national significance and I see from what you’ve written for me that you
were a designer, a researcher, an implementer and a trailer and I know from people that I have
spoken to that you were quite instrumental in motivating this and encouraging people to get on
board with this idea of giving principals the freedom to own the problem and solve the problem
based on something real in their schools giving them time out to reflect and work collegially. So
this particular course that I’m talking about was piloted in about 1985 I think you might have been
responsible for that first pilot. Can you tell me about that?
I* Some of the research had been collected by

and a lot of the directions for the

course were built on what his research had shown about the needs of Principals. So what made it a
project of National Significance?
I* Is this where the collegial groups took a important role?
I* When you say you were looking at it from a particular point of view what do you mean?
I* Do you know if there was any research to evaluate the PDP and whether there was a transference
from the courses from the learning into the principals’ schools?
I* Do you have any recollections of who did the evaluations? I know of

and

.
I* Did the collegial concept became a part of many courses in the eighties?
I* When did you finish working in the staff inservice area ?
I* I want to know what happened in the Metherall period of restructuring, How was professional
development effected ? Can give me any background on that?
I* Which brings me to the residentials they were a very important part of this course?.
I* I know

did some work on the effectiveness of residential work

I* What were they designed for?
I* Now this particular course that I’m looking at (the PDP) sounds like it was a development from
the stage 4 (your ten-day intensive), was it?.
I* Was it an obvious development?
I* I don’t know about the TSDP. Can you help me there?
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I* Well I’m interested to know if you remember any other groups that lasted beyond the length of
the PDP course? I’m looking for a comparison. Those that I’ve spoken to, their groups generally
finished after the course finished.
I* What exercises did you include from the stage 4 modules for the PDP? Do you use similar or
new or activity techniques?
I* Do you know if there was any particular research that the collegial model was based on? Any
other similar OS programs?
I* I probably want to ask you a couple of questions now about the climate around that period when
Commonwealth funding was given to the State. The Commonwealth was investing in professional
development for principals and changing the climate in schools, can you give me a bit of
background on that?
I* What constituted a Project of National Significance?
I* So are you saying that the CSC money actually came before the infrastructure was set and before
the ground swell and the understanding for how it could be used was in place?
I* Who was the guiding light in all of this to pull all of this together and who had the carriage of all
this?
I* Do you mean that in the past, in-service for principals had been fairly ad hoc?
I* Why? Was it passive learning, sitting, absorbing?
I* Are you telling me you were culture breaking and changing a whole mindset?
I* Were you there long enough to see the growth?
I* OK I guess the only thing now that I’m really chasing up is evaluation. There doesn’t seem to
have been any system wide evaluation of the PDP.
I* Was it working in Queensland as well? I got feedback from

that it wasn’t as

successful there? Do you agree? What about Victoria?
I* I’ll chase up

and

, thanks. Did you keep in touch with

over the years?

I* Is there anything that jumps out to you that you’d want to let me know about this particular time
of your life that I might not have covered?
I* Well thanks, Col, I’ve probably asked you as many questions as I want to ask you today so if you
come up with any other ideas you might just scribble them down for me and we’ll get back together
at another time.
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Appendix 4: Historical questionnaire administered to the collegial group of principals
in 1993
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Appendix 5: Learning style inventory administered by the PDP in 1987 and repeated
with the same participants in 2002
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Appendix 6: Stimulus material on preliminary conditions of collegiality, annotated
after a clarification exercise
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Appendix 7: Final focus group meeting. Chronology and annotated amendments

461

462

463

464

465

466

467

468

469

470

Appendix 8: Survey on participants’ histories
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Appendix 9: Format of the PDP as identified at the commitment meeting 22nd July
1987
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Appendix 10: Invitation to attend PDP Evaluation
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Appendix 11: Agenda, Metropolitan East, northern collegial group. 16th September
1987
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Appendix 12: Invitation to the Minister for Education to attend collegial group
meeting
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Appendix 13: Survey on amalgamation
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Appendix 14: Process involved in designing the group’s first promotional material
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Appendix 15: Presenter’s notes and OHTs for final focus group
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Appendix 16: Amended table of conditions of collegiality presented at the final focus
group – The forerunner to Table 7.1 in this thesis

See also appendix 6 for comparison
OHT 5
A) Structural conditions
counselling from facilitators
coordination of collegial
groups
consultancy
design of course activities
coequal cohort
provision of time
we agree commitments
experience and background
of PDP principals
system trust and support
(inspectors, Alex Scott)
continuous communication
activities out of school
an audience
problem-solving
strategies for evaluation of
growth
consortium
clear ground rules
change agency

B) Attitudinal/behavioural
conditions
collaboration
cooperation

C) Cultural conditions

confidentiality
commitment
risk taking
competence
courage
constancy

equality
friendship
condoned complexity
non-threatening support
community
valued conversation

determination

conceptual coherence

consideration of others
empathy/compassion/concer
n
confidence
courtesy/respect
listening

non competitive comparison
cognitive conflict/congruence

professionalism
trust/loyalty/critical honesty
rule agreement
non-competition

fun, enjoyment, frivolity
sharing/celebrating/reflecting
problem-solving
valued individual’s learning
valued keeping the group going

comradeship/fellowship
congeniality

cohesiveness & connectedness
shared leadership
acceptance of change
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Appendix 17: Agenda, collegial group meeting 5th March 1993 at Point Wolstoncroft
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Appendix 18: Fax displaying proposed collegial group logo
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